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THE TICHBORNE CASE on Wednesday last a some- 
hat lengthy argument took place upon a point of evi- 
snce which might have been thought too clear to have 

given rise to so much discussion. A witness having 
een asked in cross-examination whether her statements 
§ to her recollection of certain matters had always 
en to the same effect az her evidence, the counsel 
ross-examining then calls for the proof of her evidence 
xn down by the attorney on the opposite side, and 
demands as of right its production under a subpoena 
tecum served upon the attorney. The question 

as very gravely argued, and cases were quoted in sup- 
of the .contention, none of which, however, came 

the mark than to show that statements made to 

‘an attorney on the part of the opponent of his client, 
might be proved out of the attorney’s mouth. The 
Mocument in question, however, was not at all of this na- 
lire, but it represented directly the result of the infor- 
mation obtained by the attorney upon inquiry by him 


ureference to the matter in dispute in the litigation. 
seems to us, therefore. that no serious doubt could be 

ained upon the point by any lawyer, and that it 
lowed a somewhat excessive caution on the part of the 


Justice to avoid, as he did, giving a definite 
fling on the point. The counsel for the plaintiff no 
pubt had very excellent reasons, which it is not at all 

ult to seo, for raising the point. 

|The general public probably do not appreciate the 
s of evidence as te privileged statements, and this is 
ot unnatural, because they only look at the working of 
rule in particular cases that may come before them, 
ind in the particular case probably they may not be able 
see any good reason why the statement should not be 
isclosed. This rule, however, like all others founded 
pon what is called public policy, exists for a somewhat 
Ndirect reason. The evidence is rejected not so much 
wause when a statement has.been once made to an 
forney in his capacity of legal adviser, there is any 
ood reason that it should not be disclosed, but because 
ic existence of the rule is necessary in order to secure 
le necessary freedom in making the statements. But 
ot the existence of the rule, it would be practically im- 
ossible for attorneys to obtain the necessary information 

her for giving advice or conducting proceedings. 





» 81x J. Earpiey W1_m07, recorder of Warwick, and 
County Court Judge, has written a letter to the 

ames on the subject of the Public Prosecutors Bill. 
ft appears that he has a rival scheme which was ap- 
proved by Lord Brougham many years ago, and which 
le still much prefers to the Bill introduced. We are 
lot surprised that his bill never was carried, or, so far 
We are aware, introduced, for a more unpractical 
theme has seldom been heard of. It is that districts 

hould be created, in each of which there should be a 

larrister, who should have some sort of undefined con- 
ling power over prosecutions within the district. We 





cannot understand how such a barrister is to get the in- 
formation nace which he is to act, or how he could act 
usefully at all without doing what is essentially attor- 
ney’s work, and likely to be much better done by a 
competent attorney than by any barrister, however ex= 
rienced. The bit now before Parliament has all 
he advantages of Sir Eardley Wilmot’s scheme, be- 
cause it provides for advising counsel to do the work 
which he thinks so important, but it also provides 
practical means for bringing information before them 
and setting them to work. 

We cannot understand the suggestion that the bill 
will injure the junior bar, by creating a monopoly of 
all prosecutions in the hands of a few members. It 
need not have this effect. It is true that the great 
majority of briefs for the prosecution will be delivered 
by the same attorney, the public prosecutor, but 
he is to be subject to the control of the Attorney- 
General as regards the manner in which he 
distributes his patronage. We do not admire 
what is called the ‘‘soup” system. but without 
adopting this in its entirety, it would be perfectly 
pou for the Attorney-General to prevent there 

eing any unfair monopoly, and the public opinion of 
the bar would be strong enough to ensure the Attorney- 
General’s interference in the right direction. No doubt 
the system would prevent relationship to the magis- 
trates being so great an advantage for quarter sessions 
practice as itis at present, but that would do no great 
harm. As regards attorneys, a monopoly, or some- 
thing very like it, would be created. The view we 
take of that matter, however, is this. At present the or- 
dinary criminal prosecutions are, as a rule, scarcely 
worth undertaking. The allowances are so small, that 
no attorney can be remunerated by them, unless he has 
the conduct of a considerable number of cases at the 
same assizes or sessions, which usually give little 
more trouble than one case. Many prosecutors of 
course pay their attorneys out of their own pocket, 
but where they do this willingly, and in order to 


secure the prosecution being conducted as they wish, 


they will continue to do so. In other cases, not un- 
common, they pay somewhat against their will, and 
considerably to their disgust, a bill which their at- 
torney has been compelled to send in to them for his 
charges over and above what has been allowed him. 
In these cases the operation is little more pleasant to 
the attorney than to his client, and moreover is not 
unlikely to lead to the loss of other business. Thus, 
it seems to us, that by the loss of the prosecutions, 
which will go to the public prosecutor, attorneys, as a 
rule, will not lose anything of any great value to them, 
while there will be open to them as a class an 
honourable and lucrative appointment. Of course there 
will be individual instances of hardship, but these 
must occur in all changes. 

We see no reason, therefore, for any class opposi- 
tion to this bill; and on public grounds we decidedly 
approve of it. 





A BILL HAS BEEN INTRODUCED into the House of 
Commons to make compulsory the payment of magis- 
trates’ clerks by salary instead of by fees. This can be 
done at present if the magistrates at Quarter Sessions 
pass resolutions to that effect. The result, however, is 
usually to throw some burden on the county rates, be- 
cause one main object of the change is to give the 
magistrates power to remit the fees to poor persons, and 
of course if the power is made use of to any considerable 
extent the fees received are not likely to amount to as 
much as the salary, which is fixed by the average of the 
three last years. In consequence of the unwillingness 
of the magistrates in Quarter Sessions thus to burden 
the rates, the payment by salary instead of fees has not 
become general, and therefore it is now proposed to 
make it compulsory. We donot know ifthe bill is very 
likely to pass. It ought not to be wanted, for there 
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ought to be security in trusting the magistrates in ; by 


Sessions to act on their present powers in cases 
where it is of importance to do so, Itmay be, however, 
that the promoters of the bill are right in distrusting 
‘the judgment of the magistrates in the matter. In the 
‘Interest of the clerks themselves, we may hope that the 


The bill contains a few other provisions as to makin 
tables of fees and the like, none of which are of muc 
importance. It cannot be considered perfect in its 
draftsmanship. There is a section as to clerks not 
eing by their partner or agent, directly or indirectly, 
employed in business before the sessions, which from the 
manner in which it is drawn may create some difficulty. 
This section also enacts pm rs clerks shall not ae - A 

d in prosecuting or defendi ons committed for 
rial rh their sore a If the Public Prosecutors Bill 
passes, this will be all very well, but if it does not, the 
result in many places is likely to be that the cases will 
not be prosecuted at all by attorneys. There is also a 
section of a mischievous character, which repeals so 
much of five sections of other Acts as is inconsistent 
with this Act. Such a section is of course really a 
nullity, so far as enactment is concerned, for it effects 
nothing more than would have been done without 
it. It raises all sorts of doubts, however. Some of the 
five sections are rendered entirely useless, and might 
therefore have been repealed simply, while one at least 
is not touched at all by the bill. It appears to be men- 
tioned simply because it relates to the same subject- 
matter. It might, however, be thought by any casual 
reader that it was repealed, while, as a matter of logic, 
the insertion of this section in the repealing clause might 
be taken to be a statutory declaration that scme part at 
least of it was inconsistent with the bill. 





WE LATELY coMMENTED (15 S. J. 910) upon 
the petition of the Bombay bar against the objection- 
able sections* in limitation of the right of cross exami- 
tion contained in the new Indian Evidence Bill. The 
members of the Calcutta bar have followed in the steps 
of their Bombay brethren, and have put ina similar 
petition, protesting against the same sections. They 
join issue with the framers of the Bill on the question 
whether the Indian bar do intimidate the Indian bench, 
and challenge the production of a single instance of such 
an abuse, is is all important, as if the statement 
that no complaint of any such abuse has been made is 
true, then the chief reason alleged for the objectionable 
sections turns out to be unfounded. The Calcutta bar 
submit that the effect of these sections ‘‘ will not be the 
strengthening of the hands of the judges, but the 
lowering of the bar, and the depriving of the public of 
those advantages which free and untrammelled rights of 
advocacy and examination have secured to the people of 
England.” In the provisions for making the asking a 

uestion to affect the credit of a witness by injuring his 
character without written instructions a contempt of 
Court, the Calcutta bar express themselves as follows :— 


_ “ We assert that we are not in the habit of asking ques- 
tions which injuriously affect the character and the credit of 
& witness without good and sufficient reasons for so doing, 
and without taking care to satisfy ourselves of the truth and 
correctness of our instructions, and we believe that the 
judges of the Indian Courts would fully corroborate our 
assertion. Our instructions are not always in writing; 
from the necessities of the case it is in many instances im- 
possible that such instructions should be reduced into 
writing. In many cases it is not, nor can be known by the 

g counsel what witnesses will be tendered for exami- 

until the moment when each is put into the witness- 
box. In many instances within the personal experience 
of several of your memorialists, the discredibility of facts 
or occurrences in the life of the witness called by one party 
for the first time, became known to the attorneys or agents 
of the other party from information communicated to them 





third persons in the course of the cross-examination 
the witness, and in almost every instance the power to z 
uestions in cross-examination 3 aa the information g 
obtained as been attended with the ppicst result, so far ag 
the course of justice was concerned. To require that such 
information should be committed to writing and f 
furnished to counsel under the signature of the party or his 
agent, is in reality to throw great and unnecessary o 
in the way of the ascertainment of the truth. Nor do the 
provisions in question stop here. The putting of such 
questions without written instructions is declared to be q 
contempt of Court on the part of the erway am | counsel, 
It is, of course, possible for the Legislature to declare that 
any act shall be deemed to be a contempt of Court, whether 
in reality contemptuous or not; but your memorialists de. 
precate their being made subject to the pains and penalties 
of contempt of Court for doing that which, whatever be the 
nature of the offence involved therein, it is a plain abuseof 
language to term contempt of Court.” 


They further say that :— 


‘The combined effect of these sections seems to be the 
almost absolute prohibition of any question affecting the 
character of witnesses, and yet if the object of a trial be 
to discover truth, it is manifest that the parties and their 
counsel ought to be at liberty to place with the utmost 
freedom before the Courts all such matters as they may bond 
fide believe to be of importance in enabling the judges to 
determine upon the trustworthiness and credibility of the 
witnesses examined before them.” 


' The remedy which they suggest for the alleged evil, if 
any, is analogous to what we suggested when discussing 
this subject before. They say :-— 


“Tf the judges are not, in technical knowledge of law, 
the equals or superiors of those who may practise before 
them, your memorialists believe that the public interests 
will be more efficiently protected and represented by 
securing the services of more competent judges, rather 
than by placing the judicial service of this country above 
the operations of those laws which they are bound to ad- 
minister.” 

We are informed that the Madras bar have petitioned 
against the sections, but their petition has not reached 
our hands. We cannot but imagine, therefore, that 
before the bill passes into law these sections will be 
eliminated from it, and we are glad to learn that there 
is a probability of the matter being brought before 
Parliament. 





THIS WEEK has witnessed the nation’s great spon- 
taneous burst of thanksgiving, in which no class, we 
are sure, joined more heartily than the lawyers, from 
the judge to the office-boy. It may be that conti- 
nental nations surpass us in dressing up their streets 
on great national occasions, but they certainly do not 

ass us in the way in which our thousands and 
tens of thousands, as a “‘ law abiding ” people, behave 
when crowding to witness these pageants. Those who 
were able to view the vast, orderly crowd which 
stood for hours last Tuesday, packed as close as 
sardines in a box, waiting to catch a glimpse of the 
Queen and Prince, knew not which to admire most— 
the admirable forethought with which the police 
arrangements were planned by the heads of the force, 
—or the smooth vse! quiet efficiency with which they 
were carried out by the rank and file, reinforced im 
numbers by the soldiers—or yet again, the excellentand 
pr nnd hn demeanour of the huge throng iteelf. 
he arrangements made by Colonel Henderson 
Colonel Fraser were admirable, and were carried out 
admirably by the force on duty, seconded by the 
populace. 





Tue ATTORNSY-GENERAL oF JAMAICA is Very 
actively engaged in improving the law and procedure of 
that island. He has introduced in the Legislative 
Council a number of bills adopting statutory improve- 
ments already in operation here. Among these are 4 





* These sections will be found in extenso, 158, J., 910. - 





bill adopting the provisions of the Bills of Lading Act, 
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855 (enabling assignees of bills of lading to sue); a 
hill Avarsrped the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 
1856; a Criminal Law Amendment Bill, embodying 
the improvements made by the Act of 1869, under 
which Lereeny or embezzlement of partnership pro- 

by a partner is punishable, with some other 
recent improvements respecting witnesses for defence 
in criminal cases; and a bill similar to the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. 

Another of the bills introduced by the Attorney- 
General of Jamaica is a “ Bill to amend the Law relat- 
ing to the Administration of the Estates of Deceased 
Persons.” This, as the reader will probably have 

essed, follows the English Act of 1869, under which 
the simple contracts and specialty debts of deeeased 
persons are payable pari passu. It further proceeds to 
introduce a reform which has been much canvassed 
though not as yet adopted in England ; it provides that 
the real estate of deceased persons shall vest in their 
executors or administrators as their personalty now 
yests. Real property law reformers, widely divergent 
as are their schemes of reform, seem to agree in approv- 
ing the principle of the “real representative ” which is 
embodied in this Jamaica bill. We do not know the 
details of the measure. 

Another bill now before the Jamaica Legislature and 
sponsored by the Attorney-General embodies a scheme 
which has indeed been mooted in England, but has not 
as yet found many supporters—that of an official exe- 
cutor or trustee. Under the title of a ‘‘ Bill to autho- 
tise the appointment of an Administrator-General ” the 
bill provides a public officer who is ex officio to administer 
under all intestacies, and may, by testators so desirous, 
be appointed executor or trustee. This Administrator- 








| illustrates this part of the subject. 
| Sadleir gave Eyre an indemnity by a mortgage 


B., and pays him in fi bank-notes, that is a deed 
voidable only ; the legal’ estate has passed to B., and 
though, as against B., A. can recall it, he could not 
avoid the deed as against a purchaser from B. for 
value without notice. On the other hand, if A. 
induces B. to execute a conveyance of his field by 
telling him the deed is only an appointment of new 
trustees or a lease ; then, it is said, the deed is void 
ab initio; B. did not in his mind really execute the 
deed pretended ; the legal estate did not, so to speak, 
flow through his pen, and as the legal estate never 
reached A., if A. afterwards executes a conveyance 
to a “ purchaser for value without notice,” B. can re- 
pudiate his deed against such third party as well as 
against A., because the third party never got any legal 
estate, is not, in fact, a “ purchaser ” at all. 

This distinction between misrepresentation of the 
consideration and misrepresentation of the nature 
of the deed, does go to the root of the matter, but 
it does not conclude the matter: because there are 
numerous instances in which deeds falling within the 
second category have been held to be merely voidable ; 
and here the distinction seems to be, that the deed is 
merely voidable, if the success of the misrepresentation 
is attributable to negligence on the grantor’s part, or 


| to his having placed confidence in an agent who has 
betrayed him. 


As to those deeds of which the execution has been 
procured by misrepresentation of the consideration, by 
holding out a fictitious consideration, it is clear that 
these are voidable but not void. Zyre y. Burmester 
(10 W. R. 587,10 H. L. 90) is not a simple case, but it 
i In that case, 


charge on certain lands. Afterwards he proposed to 


borrow from the appellants on the security of the 
same land, a mortgage to the appellants was executed 
| by Sadleir, but before the appellants had parted with 
| all their money they discovered Eyre’s deed, and 
a bill for consolidating the provisions embodied in the | refused to complete unless his charge were re- 
English Incumbered Estates Acts of 1854, 1858, 1862, | leased. Sadleir induced Hyre to release his charge 
and 1864, and vesting in the Supreme Court of the | by giving him instead forged railway shares; Eyre 
island the powers vested by these measures (which | accordingly executed a release in favour of Sadleir, 
shortly expire) in the London Commissioners of West | and the legal estate was still remaining in Sadleir 
Indian Incumbered Estates. | when the latter committed suicide. It was held 
that ae et. ae — gerr el Boyne 

| But Lord Cranworth (at p. 110) sai if “‘ Eyre’s 
aan 1 ane VORDARLE. | release had preceded the advance of the appellants’ 

No. L | money, andif that advance had been made on the faith 

The distinction between what is void in law and of the title which the release gave, or appeared to 
what merely voidable, was very forcibly impressed give, to Sadleir, the case would have been different. 
upon us all by the aera, a the Overend & Gurney The appellants would then haye altered their relation 
case (Oakes v. Turquand, 15 W. R. 1201, L. R. 2 H.L. | with Sadleir, relying upon what was in effect a re- 


General is to be paid by a commission of six per cent. | 
on all property administered by him. There are | 


already, as the reader remembers, kindred institutions 


in Scotland and in India. 
Another bill now before the Jamaica Legislature is 





$25) and as far as concerns contracts to take joint-stock 
shares, all questions about ‘‘ void or voidable” are 
pretty well cleared up. But conveyances as well as 
share- contracts may be void or yoidable. 

If A. by fraud induces B. to convey to him B.’s 
legal estate, the deed may, according to circumstances, 
be either void or voidable ; and if A. after getting the 
conveyance goes and conveys away the said legal 
estate to a purchaser for valuable consideration with- 
out notice, the og a whether B. or such pur- 
chaser is to bear the loss (in the event which usually 
occurs of nothing being extractible from A.) will 
depend on that question between void and voidable. 
In the case of conveyances obtained by fraud, somo 
little confusion seems to have arisen from the decisions 
on this question ; this confusion it will be our endea- 
Your to remove. 

It is sometimes broadly asserted that a deed ob- 
tained by misrepresentation is void or voidable accord- 
ing as the misrepresentation has been of the considera- 
tion only, or has gone the length of misrepresenting 
the very nature of the deed itself. Or, to put the 
matter more clearly by simple instances ;—if A. agrees 
to give B. £100 for his field, takes a conveyance from 





presentation by the appellant under his hand and seal, 
that, so far as related to his security, the title of 
Sadleir was clear; and it would be no answer to the 
appellants tosay that his execution of the deed had 
been obtained by means of a gross fraud practised on 
im. The respondents might truly say they were no 
party to the fraud, and had acted on the faith ofa deed 
which he had executed, and which they had a right to 
resume, and did presume, had been fairly obtained 
m him.” In that event the respondents would have 
been in a position analogous to that of purchasers for 
value without notice, and the original parties duped 
by Sadleir’s fraud could not have reclaimed their pro- 
from them. 
In Scholefield y. Zempler, 7 W. R. 353, Joh. 155, 4 De 
G. & J, 429, a debtor eet his creditor = release a 
by giving him a fictitious mortgage, the surety 
i en The surety’s friends, on the faith of 
his being released, made certain advances to him. 
Vice-Chancellor Wood held that the creditor was enti- 
tled to be restored to his rights against the surety, on 
the principle that no one can avail himself of what has 
been obtained by the fraud of another, unless he is not 
only mnocent, but has given some valuable consider- 
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ation. This decision was affirmed by Lord Campbell. 
The Vice-Chancellor had held also that the creditor 
could only obtain his relief on the terms of repaying 
thesurety’s friends what they had advanced on the 
faith of his release, but Lord Campbell reversed the 
decision on this point, on the ground that there was 
not sufficient connection between these adyances and 
the creditor’s transaction. j 

In fine, the difference between misrepresentations of 
consideration and misrepresentations of the very nature 
of the document is put very well in certain common 
law decisions, in which the judges have pointed out 
that in the former case, the —— or transferor did 
actually intend to part with his property, though such 
intention was induced by the fraud, whereas in the 
latter case the grantor or transferor did not intend to 
pass his property. (See for instance Kingsford v. ory 
11 Ex. 577, and on appeal, 1 H. & N. 503,5 W. R. 
151).* 


RIGHIS OF VENDORS AFTER SALE OF BUSINESS. 


Upon the sale of any business or trade nothing is 
more common than a stipulation that the vendor shall 
not be at liberty to carry ona similar business or trade 
in the neighbourhood, or within a specified distance, 
varying according to the nature of the concern. Per- 
haps no question has been more fruitful of litigation 
than the question how far such stipulations are enforce- 
able, savouring as they do of restraint on trade; but 
it is well settled that the vendor, in the absence of 
such a stipulation, is at full liberty to set up a pre- 
cisely similar business, with all the advantages he 
may be able to acquire from his own industry and la- 
bour, and from the regard people may have for him; 
and that in a place, next door for example, to the very 

lace where the former business was carried on (per 

ood, V.C., in Churton y. Douglas, Joh. 174, 7 W. R. 
365). The rule is the same as regards late partners 
in a dissolyed partnership, or retiring partners in a 
continuing partnership (Shackle y. Baker, 14 Ves. 
468), any one of whom, in the absence of express 
agreement, may carry on a similar business on his own 
account, nor will such an agreement be implied if not 
expressed (Cruttwell y. Lye, 17 Ves. 335). 

The above right of vendors was fully recognised 
by Lord Eldon in Cruttwell vy. Lye (sup.); and in 
Cook vy. Collingridge, cited in Davies y. Hvdgson, 25 Beav. 
182 (see Collier on Partnership, p. 216), Lord Eldon 
said that persons who buy the goodwill of an expired 

artnership, buy it with the full knowledge that it is 

iable to the chance of the partners not retiring from 
trade, and carrying off the business of the old estab- 
lishment. As a consequence, the price to be offered 
for the goodwill of any business, when sold under 
such circumstances, can only be so much as the buyer, 
in his own judgment, fancies to be the worth of his 
chance of retaining the old customers, and their not 
following the former proprietor to a new establish- 
ment. With reference to goodwill, which is the thing 
sold in these cases, Lord Eldon said in Cruttwell v. 
eH (sup.) that the person succeeding to the possession 
of particular premises forming the site of a particular 
trade, attracted by habit and local circumstances, 
succeeds to a considerable advantage, derived from 
the habits of those who deal there, and who, upon the 
same ground of local convenience, are likely to con- 
tinue todo so. This definition, however, is not quite 
wide enough. Such advantage must mainly depend 
on whether success is the result of ‘local circum- 
stances” rather than the personal qualifications of the 
proprietor. And the true definition of goodwill, ac- 
cording to Vice-Chancellor Wood in Churton y. Douglas 
(sup.) is a8 follows, at least in the case of large whole- 
sale establishments. It means, according to that 








* This was a case someting, chattela, but it illustrates the 
di: 


above-mentioned view of the distinction. 





learned judge, every advantage that has been ac. 
quired by the old firm in carrying on its business 
whether connected with the premises in which the 
business was carried on, or with the name of the 

and is not merely the probability that customers who 
have resorted to it hitherto, will continue to do go, 

People often do not bear in mind that if they buy 
a goodwill unconditionally they run this chance of 
the vendor recommencing business in a similar ling: 
yet stipulations against the vendor’s doing so aro 9 
common that a vendor who will not submit to such 
restriction will probably find himself compelled to 
abate part of his price. This is the case as regards 
ordinary sales; but on sales by the Court, as the 
Court cannot prevent former proprietors from recom- 
mencing business (Cook y. Collingridge, sup.), or insert 
a stipulation that they shall not be at liberty to do 
s0, unless by consent, the Court considers it is its 
duty to protect incautious buyers; and accordingly, 
where the goodwill of a partnership business was to 
be sold as a going concern, and it was proposed to sell 
to any buyer the right to hold himself out as the 
successor of the firm, it was held that the particulars 
of sale ought to explain that the surviving partner 
had the right to carry on a precisely similar business 
in the same town, and in the same manner (Johnsony, 
Hellely, 13 W. R. 38, 34 Beav. 63). 

We have seen what vendors or partners may do in 
the absence of express agreement; let us proceed to 
consider what they may not do. Though they may 
set up a precisely similar business, they may not set 
up the identical business which they have professed to 
sell, In other words, they must set it up fairly and 
distinctly, as a separate business, and not as a continua- 
tion of, or succession to, the business which he has 
sold. Hogg v. Kirby (8 Ves. 215) may serve to illus- 
trate this distinction, where the defendant had a clear 
right to publish a similar work under the same title 
as the plaintiff's, but was restrained from publishing 
his own work as the same or as a continuation of the 
plaintiff’s work, which was partly published. In 
Churton y. Douglas (sup.) the plaintiffs’ equity to relief 
depended, not on the conduct of the defendant in re- 
suming business—for that he was at liberty to do, since 
the plaintiffs had not stipulated against his doing so— 
but on his conduct in assuming the old style or title 
of the firm, and carrying on business in such a manner 
as to lead people to suppose that it was a continuation 
of the old business which he had sold to the plaintiffs, 
And in the ‘‘ Osborne House Case ”’ (Hudson vy. Osborne, 
18 W. R. Ch. Dig. 44), where a trader whose business 
and trade title had been sold by his assignee in bank- 
ruptcy, set up a fresh business after obtaining his 
discharge, it was held that, although he had a perfect 
right to do this, even within a few doors of the old 
shop, vet he had no right in any way to represent 
himself as carrying on the identical business which 
had been sold away from him to the plaintiffs. 

Even where there is no stipulation against recom- 
mencing business, one may be implied under special 
circumstances, For instance, a man might stand by 
and give encouragement generating a confidence that 
he would not engage in such a trado, inducing other 
persons to involve themselves, on the ground of whi 
conduct the Court might interfere (Cruttwell v. Lye, 
sup.). Thus in Hurrison y. Gardner (2 Madd. 198}, 
the arbitrator between a retiring and a continuing 
partner awarded a sum for the retiring partner’s share 
of the goodwill, on the understanding that the retiring 
partner should not set up for himself in the same 
street or neighbourhood; but nothing was said in the 
award as to this being a condition or basis of the 
award. The retiring partner having recommen 
business in the selabbevsteed. an injunction was 
awarded to restrain him from doitig so, on the groun 
of the bad faith displayed by him in setting up m 
opposition to his former partner after what had 





TSSAEPESSPSPESS wou 


Mar. 2, 1872. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 








“In Cruttwell v. Lye (sup.) the business of the defen- 
dant, who was a carrier between Bristol and London, 
was sold under a commission in bankruptcy; and 
another ing business between Bristol and Salis- 
bury being ought in trust for the defendant, he 
commenced carrying between Bristol and London, vid 
Salisbury, as soon as he obtained his certificate, and 
solicited customers by advertisements and cards, 
stating that being reinstated by his friends in the 
carrying trade, he despatched his waggons at the usual 
hours, &c. The purchaser moved for an injunction, 
which Lord Eldon, after a good deal of consideration, 
refused; observing that the use of the words “‘re- 
instated in business” were incautious, if the defen- 
dant meant, as he said, to hold out merely that he was 
about to set up again in business; but he gave him 
the benefit of the doubt, and concluded that he only 
meant to notify that he had recommenced business on 
his own acconnt, without implying that such business 
was a continuation of the old concern. Lord Eldon 
added that the defendant was entitled to give the public 
that general information by advertisements, whatever 
might be said of particular applications to customers. 
There was so much probability, his Lordship after- 
wards said, of direct solicitation of the customers of 
the old concern, that the fact might be fairly assumed. 
This fact, however, had no bearing on the decision ; 
nor did the judge express any opinion how far such 
solicitation might be justifiable. 

It may seem singular fhat the question how far 
direct solicitation of customers of the old concern is 
justifiable should not haye again been mooted until a 
few days ago, when the very point arose and was 
decided. In Labouchere v. Dawson (20 W. BR. 309) the 
defendant was the surviving partner in a brewery; 
the business whereof, with the goodwill and the exclu- 
sive right to use the name, had been sold by the Court, 
with his consent, to trustees for a limited company. 
The defendant, after the sale, engaged in a similar 
business in another town, (which he had a perfect right 
to -) and sent circulars to some of the customers of 
the old concern, soliciting them to continue to deal 
with him, but not representing that the business he 
was then carrying on wasin any manner a continuation 
of the old concern. Was he justified in so doing ? He 
would have been clearly justified in sending circulars 
to the public in general, on the authority of the dicta 
in Crutewell vy. Lye (sup.); and the Court was asked to 
infer that he was at liberty to address particular persons, 
provided he did not hold out that his business was in 
any manner a continuation of the old business; but 
the Master of the Rolls disposed of this sophism by 
observing that he who sells a thing shall not be allowed 
to do anything after the sale to depreciate its value. 
Upon this principle he was restrained from applying to 
any person who was a customer of the old concern pre- 
viously to the sale, either privately by letter or circu- 
lar, or personally, or by his travellers, servants, or 
agents, to continue to deal with him, the defendant, or 
not to deal with the present proprietors of the concern. 
The case, so far as it establishes any general principle, 
appears to establish this, that although the seller of 
any business may ‘recommence business where and 
when he pleases, and advertise that he has done so, 
such advertisements must bo addressed to the public 
at large, and not to the customers of the old business, 
except so far as they are mombers of the public. 








It is stated that Mr, J. A. Russell, Q.C., Judge of the 
Manchester County Court, is to be transferred to the 
judgeship of tho Liverpool district rendored vacant by the 
resignation of Mr. Blair. 

The clerkship to the borough justices of Sunderland has 
become vacant by the death of Mr. Cooper Abbs. ‘The office 
8 worth £500 per annum, Messrs. W. Bell, H, Haswell, 
and H. Dixon, are candidates for the vacant post. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
PROCEEDS OF SALE OF LAND—REAL OR PERSONAL 
EsTATE ? 
Attwell v. Attwell, M.R., 20 W. R. 108, L. R. 13 Eq. 23. 


The question here was the old question whether a sum 
of money ought in equity to be considered as real or 
personal estate. The sum of money proceeded from the 
sale of lands which stood limited by a marriage settle- 
ment to trustees upon trust for all and every the child or 
children in equal shares, and his, her, or their heirs and 
assigns, with a power of sale, and a direction to lay out 
the proceeds either in the purchase of other lands, or of 
Government or real securities, which, when purchased, 
should be made liable to the same trusts, estates, and 
limitations as were declared of the land. The trustees 
sold the land, and invested the proceeds on mortgage ; 
and the question was, whether the proceeds retained the 
character of real estate or not. Such questions are alto- 
gether questions of intention (Davies v. Goodhew, 6 Sim, 
585), and the case was disposed of on that footing. In 
Johnson v. Arnold (2 Ves. Sen. 169), where the trustee 
was to lay out the trust fund in the purchase of land 
“if G. I. should be willing and desirous to have it laid 
out in land,” Lord Hardwicke decided that the trust fund 
must be taken as real estate, thinking that it must have 
been the testator’s intention that the character of real 
estate should be impressed on it. And in Zarlom v. 
Saunders (Ambl. 240), where the direction was to lay 
out out £400 “in the purchase of lands or any other 
securities, as they should think proper -and convenient,” 
and in Cowley v. Hartstonge (1 Dowl. 361), where the 
money was to be laid out “either in the purchase of 
lands of inheritance, or at interest, as the trustees should 
think most fit and proper,” it was held that the funds 
retained the character of real estate ; for it was evident 
that the intenvion was that at some time or other it 
should be invested in land, the discretion to lay it out at 
interest being regarded as merely for the purpose of a 
temporary investment, So, too, in Cookson v. Reay (6 
Beav. 22,12 C. C. & Fin. 121),a sum of money which 
was directed to be invested ‘“‘in land, or some other 
security,” but which had not been invested in land, was 
held to have been impressed with the character of real 
estate, though it had lost that character and regained 
that of personalty, by the subsequent dealings therewith 
of the parties interested in it. The decision in Attell 
v. Attwell runs counter to the above decisions, and is due 
to the Court having thought that there was no display 
of intention that at some time or other the fund should 
be invested in land. And as the limitation to the 
children and their heirs was held to be merely a way of 
expressing that the children were to take absolutely, the 
result was that they got the fund as personalty. 


VoLUNTARY SETTLEMENT—POWER OF REVOCATION. 
Phillips v. Mullings, L.C., 20 W. R. 129. 

A voluntary settlement may, under different ciroum- 
atances, be invalidated either by the absence or the 
presence of a power of revocation. For instance, in 
many cases where creditors impeach a voluntary settle- 
ment and contend that it is void under 13 Eliz. o. 5, the 
reservation to the settlor of a power of revocation is 
regarded as at least a primd facie badge of fraud 
(Jenkyn v. Vaughan, 4 W. R, 214, 3 Drew, 419 ; Smith 
v. Hurst, 10 Hare, 30), because it creates a very strong 
presumption that the deed was meant merely to orerate 
as a shield against creditors, leaving to the settlor a 
power of terminating the arrangement at his own con- 
venience, Conversely, under very different circumstances, 
an attempt is often made by the settlor himself to get 
a voluntary settlement set aside, on the ground that he 
was betrayed into making it without proper advice 
without the full comprehension of what he was doing ; 
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and in cases of this class it sometimes happens that the 
absence of any power of revocation is regarded by the 
Court of Chancery as a circumstance indivating that the 
settlor was not made aware of the consequences of what 
he was doing. 

The extent of the presumption arising from this 
absence of the power of revocation has been some- 
what overstated in one or two recent cases, and the 
present case is worth a passing notice from its tending 
to correct that error. In Coutts v. .Acworth (17 W. R. 
1121, L. R. 8 Eq. 558, Vice-Chancellor Malins alluded to 
this presumption in rather strong terms as almost of an 
overpowering nature. These cases all depend on their 
individual facts; there may be circumstances, as for 
instance in Coutts v. Acworth or Wollaston v. Tribe (18 
W. R. 83, L.R. 9 Eq. 44), in which the absence of the 
power is plainly traceable to the settlor’s not having 
been made fully aware of the nature of his act, and in 
the result the settlement is set aside. In Toker v. 
Toker (31 Beav. 629), the Master of the Rolls 
refused to set aside a voluntary settlement because, 
though it contained no power of revocation, he found: 
that the lady who made it understood fully what she 
was doing. In the present case a young man of improvi- 
dent habite, being unmarried, made a voluntary settle- 
ment on ordinary marriage settlement trusts for himself, 
his wife, and his children, with trusts in default of 
children for certain persons related to himself in blood, 
and no power of revocation. He afterwards sought to 
avoid this deed. The Lord Chancellor said that the deed 
could not have stood if it had not been proved that. its 
effect was fully explained to the plaintiff, but full expla- 
nation appearing to have been given when the transac- 
tion was arranged, the deed was decreed to stand. It is 
not too much to say that the absence of the power throws 
on those who support the deed the onus of accounting 
for its non-appearance; but the matter cannot be put 


stronger than that. 


LEGACIES TO EXECUTORS. 
Bubb v. Yelverton, M.R., 20 W. RB. 164. 

A legacy to an executor in that character is in general 
dependent on the executor’s accepting the office. In 
Stachpoole v. Howell (13 Ves. 417), which may be called 
the leading case on the subject, Sir William Grant said : 
—*“ You must find circumstances to show that the legacy 
was intended for the executor in a distinct character ; 
otherwise the presumption prima fuciz is that it is given 
to him as executor.” So, according to Sir John Leach 
in Diz v. Reed (1 S. & 8. 239), prima facie legacies to 
executors are considered as annexed to the office, and 
they are to show circumstances to repel the presumption. 
The careful drafteman will take care to show what the 
testator’s intention is on this subject. The fact of the 
legacy being given to the executor in a subsequent part 
of the will makes no difference (Calvert v. Sebbon, 4 
Beav. 222). Where the gift is to the executor in respect 
of his office, he will not be entitled unless he act. Cir- 
cumstances, however, may repel the presumption re- 
ferred to by Sir John Leach, as in Burgess v. Burgess (1 
Coll. 367), where the legacy was given “as a mark of 
the testator’s respect” and in Re Denby (10 W. R. 115, 
3 D. F. S. 350), where the legacy was given to “‘ my 
friend J. 8., one of the executors of this my will.” Bubb 
v. Yelverton (sup.) follows the two last-mentioned cases, 
In Sianey v. Watney, however (L, R. 2 Eq. 418), where 
teal estate was devised to “ my friends” A., B., and C., 
on certain trusts, and a sum of stock was bequeathed to 
them upon trust for M. for life, and then to them in equal 
shares, and they were appointed executors, Vice-Chan- 
cellor Stuart held that the bequest was annexed to the 
Office, so that C., who never renounced or declined to act, 
but simply abstained from doing anything, was not en- 
titled to share in the bequest of stock, 

There is, however, this consolation for non-acting 
executors, that they may prove the will at any time 
before the estate is fally administered, and by so doing 





become entitled to their legacies. In Read y. Devaynes 
(3 Bro. C. C. 94) one of the executors had stated in hig 
answer that he never intended to prove the will, but he 
came in and proved it between the original hearing and 
the hearing on further direction, and it was held that 
he was in time enough; and in Algermann vy. Ford 
W. BR. 512, 29 Beav. 349) an executor who had form 
renounced obtained probatesix years afterwards, but 

the estate was wound up; and it was held that he entitleg 
himself to his legacy by so doing, though interest ray 
only from the date of proving, and not from the end 
of the year after the testator’s death. 





COMMON LAW. 
HvsBaAND AND WIFE--NECESSARIES., 
Mecredy v. Taylor, C.P. (Ir.), 20 W. R. 252. 

The wholesome rule which makes the wife who ig 
driven by ber husband’s conduct from his home, his agent 
to pledge his credit for necessary purposes, was carried g 
long way (though, as we think, none too far) in Wilson 
v. Ford (L. R. 3 Ex. 63, 16 W. R. 482), and Bazeley y, 
Forder (L.R, 3Q. B. 559). The present oase carries the 
matter perhaps further than either. The wife, driven 
away from home by conduct on her husband’s part which 
justified her in Jeaving it, took away with her her child, 
who was beyond the age within which she might under 
Talfourd’s Act have obtained an order for the child's 
custody. The hueband sued out a writ of habeas corpus 
to obtain possession of the child, and alleged in his 
affidavits, apparently quite needlessly, that his wife had 
been guilty of immorality. 

The wife succeeded not only in repelling those charges 
but in fixing on her husband such charges as induced 
the Court of Queen’s Bench to refuse him the custody of 
his child. The wife’s attorney in these proceedings 
was held entitled to recover his costs against the 
husband. Thus he was compelled to pay the costs of 
resistance to an order which he was primd facie 
entitled to, and of establishing in fact a custody 
on the wife's part to whioh she had atriotly 
no legal right. The Court, however, put their decision 
on the ground of the wife’s right to refute the charges 
made against her character, leaving it, therefore, 
uncertain whether they would have otherwise fixed him 
with the costs of defeating his proceedings for the re 
covery of the child. 


NEGLIGENCE,—RAILWAY. 


Hanson v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Company, 
C.P. 20, W. R. 297. 


We commented some time since (ante, p. 64), on the 
case of Kearney vy. London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Railway Company (20 W. R. 24) as an instance in 
which the rule of res ipsa loquitur was fairly applied ; 
and we at thesame time referred to the contrasted class 
of cases where the mere happening of the accident has 
been held to be no evidence of negligence. The present 
case falls within the latter class. In the former, although 
the primé facie evidence is by no means conclusive, it is 
practically difficult to answer ; forif the bare facts of the 
accident, without any knowledge of their cause, are such 
that itis fair to infer negligence, this must be because 
such an act does not, as a matter of experience, usually 
happen without negligence ; and if this be so, it follows 
that some exceptional state of circumstances must be 
shown in order to remove the inference. Thus in Kearney’s 
case the fall of the brick was a thing not easily to be 
accounted for in » well-built bridge, but easy to explain 
on the hypothesis of the bridge being badly built ; and i 
would have been difficult for the defendants to show (ia 
fact, they only suggested) any peculiar cause of the fall, 
without showing a cause which must have been known 
to them beforehand, and which, if known, ought 
have put them on their guard, On the other hand, 
the farther back you have to go for evidence of 
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, the weaker (asa rule) that evidence is ; for 
(gas rule) the farther back in the chain of cause and 
effect that precaution is the omission of which is alleged 
tohave caused the injury, the more likely the omission 
isto have occurred without any oulpable want of care. 
Thus, in the present case, the accident happened through 
the breaking loose of some timber carried on a truck ; 
this, taken by itself, would probably have been considered 
to bring the case within the rule res ipsa loguitur, but, 
in the same breath, it was shown that the breaking of the 
chain was due to a latent defect, and the plaintiff had 
therefore now to show that other precautions should 
have been used in loading. He was able to get so faras 
to show that another and safer method might have been 
ased, but on the other hand it appeared that the method 
followed had been hitherto unaccompanied by eccidents, 
and that the other method was only partially adopted 
elsewhere, and was new; this rebutted the evidence of 
negligence. With respect te the novelty of the im- 
proved method, a point frequently ocourring in similar 
gases, what is. said by Willes, J., gives a sound and 
rational view of the matter. “TI agree that where 
something new and obviously useful is introduced 
into the working of a trade, and it makes the 
trade more safe than it was with the old machinery, 
there ought to bea change to the newmachinery. But time 
must be allowed, and you cannot call on a company to 
gabstitute the new machinery at once.” To which we 
need only add, that the obligation to adopt the new 
method, and on the other hand the delay in doing so 
which may be permitted, must obviously depend on the 
ascertained certainty of the improvement, and on the 
extent and probability of the peril to be avoided. 








COURTS. 


THE TICHBORNE CASE. 
(Before Boviiu, C.J., and a Special Jury.) 
Tichborne v. Lushington. 

Semble, Where a witness is called by a party to an action, 
the “proof” of the witness's testimony taken by the party’s 
a is protected by privilege from the requirement of pro- 

von, 

The following report of what took place upon the question 
af privilege is abridged from the Times report of the trial :— 

Giffard renewed his application made on the previous 
titting of the Court for et cong ge of Lady Doughty’s 
— ” of her evidence taken by the attorneys for the 

nt 


Bovitt, C.J., said he had no power to compel the produc- 
tion of such a paper. 
Giffard held that his Lordship had the power. 
Bovit1, O.J., asked Mr. Giffard if he really held that the 
Judge had the "ted to order the production of a statement 
which the counsel’s brief was founded. Did Mr. 
seriously ask such a thing ? 
Giffard said he seriously asked for the production of this 


Then, C.J., said he must hear the authority for such a 
tequest ; but before the learned gentleman » was 
notice to produce admitted on the other side ? 

{It was ultimately arranged that no technical objection as 
to service of notice fo produce should be taken on defendants’ 
side. In the course of the conversation which occurred on this 
pont, the Attorney-General said thequestion now raised was 
“whether one side could give notice to the other to produce 
the counsel’s brief,” to which Mr. Giffard rejoined that the 

cation now made was not at all analogous to asking for 
production of a counsel’s brief. ‘The question of service 

@ notice to produce having been disposed of —] 
ee .J., said he took it that the document was in 

The Attorney-General replied in the affirmative. 

Bovirt, CJ., (to Mr. Giffard).—Then the noxt step is, 
You ask for it ? 

Giffard.—T call for it. 

The Attorney-General. —Tho next step is, I decline to pro- 
it. I decline to show my brief. 





Giffard said the application was analogous to that made 
on the other side over and over again for the production of 
the draft affidavits of witnesses. 

Bovitt, C.J., replied that the case was not at all analo- 
gous, for witnesses said things which it was suid they had 
stated in their affidavits, and the draft affidavits were 
called for at his suggestion, he believed, and they justified 
the witnesses. And then, too, no objection was made to 
these draft affidavits being produced. 

Giffard said it was true no objection was made, or he 
should not be arguing the question now. He held that the 
case was, however, analogous, for in the case of the 
affidavits, they were referred to to see what a witness had 
said on a previous occasion, and the production of this 
paper was asked for to see what the witness had said about 
the tattoo marks in her original statement. She had given 
her evidence by word of mouth to be used in evidence, and 
this was equal to evidence given in writing. He held that 
there was no such rule to protect witnesses’ communications 
to the attorneys in a case, as there was to protect the com- 
munications of attorney and client. The privilege could be 
claimed as between attorney and client, and as applying 
to them only. 

Bovi1, C.J., asked if the learned council was seriously 


‘ing this. 

Gifard said he was, and he would give his authorities. His 
first authority was the case of Spencely v. Schulenberg (7, 
East, 357). In that case it was proposed on the part of the 
plaintiff to call the defendant’s attorney to prove the con- 
tents of a paper which was delivered to the attorney by a 
witness of the adverse side, who did not know what the con- 
tents of the document were. In that case it was decided 
that the privilege of an attorney did not extend to holding 
to communications received from the otherside. In Des- 
borough v. Rawlins (3 My. & Cr. 515), a bill was filed by 
an insurance company against an insured. .A communica= 
tion was made to show that the insured was a bad life, and 
known to be a bad life, and the witness, who was solicitor 
to the insured, was present, and refused to state what 
passed; but the answer then was held to be insufficient. In 
Mackenzie v. Yeo, 2 Curtis, Eccl. Rep., 866, which was @ 
motion that certain writings should be produced which 
were referred to by a witness in his depositions, such 
witness being the solicitor in the case, it was held that the 
information obtained by the solicitor from witnesses was not 
privileged, except when it came through his client. 

Bovm1, C.J., said the observations of the learned Judge 
in Mackenzie v. Yeo, were entitled to weight, but they were 
simply expressions of opinion, and not a decision. The 
decision was that the document was inadmissible. 

Giffard said that the principle for which he was contend- 
ing was that communications immediate between attorney 
and client were protected, but that collateral information 
obtained by an attorney, although acting as the attorney in 
the cause, had never been protected at all. Upon those 
= he submitted that this document should be pro- 

uced, 


After a little conversation, in the course of which Mr 
Giffard said he did rot produce any case of late years, } 
The Attorney-General asked his Lordship if he should 
speak, 
Bovitt, C.J., said he should certainly like to hear what 
had to be said on both sides. 
The Attorney-General said that if he were to argue the 
matter, it would be necessary that he should state what the 
int was, and what the nature of the document asked for. 
Vhat was asked for was the proof of a witness taken by the 
solicitor in the cause in his office for the purpose of being 
afterwards embodied, and which had been embodied, in the 
brief of counsel. The Courts of this country had existed 
for many centuries, and he thought he was right in saying 
that this was the first time that an application for such @ 
document had been made, or that it Td been contended 
such a document could be called for. Certainly none of the 
authorities quoted by his learned friend had the slightest 
bearing upon this case. Let the Court observe the stage of 
the proceeding. This was a document asked for pe 
cross-examination of a witness, and it was, in truth, asking 
for materials for cross-examination of the defendant's 
witnesses. Now, he thought it right to say that he had not 
the slightest idea of the contents of the document asked for, 
or whether it would, if produced, be for or against his 
clients. He was objecting on principle. If this case ran 
its course there would be 260 or 270 witnesses to be ex- 
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amined for the defence, and if it was ruled that this docu- 
ment should be produced, his learned friend could ask in 
every other instance for the confidential communications be- 
tween witness and attorney. Every one knew that addi- 
tions were from time to time made to the original proofs of 
witnesses, or were made the subject of a separate proof, as 
matters came to the knowledge of the attorney and he 
questioned the witnesses. Now, if it were contended that 
the whole construction of a case was to be gone into, it 
would be interminable in its length. Nothing could be 
more absolutely unsupported by precedent, nor more 
absolutely contradicted by authority, than this application. 
The contention of his learned friend was contrary to both 
principle and practice, and it was really difiicult to believe 
that the application was in earnest. The application was 
against the whole current of authority. If it had been 
something which the witness had written, a memorandum, 
or something in a diary that could be called for, for the 
opposing counsel had a right to see these things, but not the 
proof of evidence made to the attorney. 

Bovi1, C.J., said that if such a document could 
be called for, it would involve the giving up of every 
eenent used in the construction of a brief, and everything 
else. 

The Atturncy-General said it would involve every single 
thing, and x/si prius cases were long enough already, but 
such a ruling as this would prolong them to any length. 
He went on to say that the case of Spenceley v. Schulenberg 
could not be relied upon, because in that case there was no 
matter of confidence between attorney and client involved. 
In a similar manner the case decided by Lord Cottenham did 
not apply, nor was the case of Mackenzie v. Yeo at all analo- 
gous. But, on the other hand, there was the case of Green- 
hough v. Gaskell (1 M. & K. 98), decided by Lord Brougham, 
which contained an able and exhaustive exposition of the law 
of privilege, and was in accordance with the true principles 
of law, and this went completely against his learned friend. 

Bovu1, C.J., said the only cases that occurred 
to him as bearing on this point were cases of railway acci- 
dents. In such cases it had been decided over and over 
again that the reports made by a company’s servants in the 
ordinary course of duty were not privileged; but when an 
attorney was making inquiries for the purpose of defending 
an action, in every instance, so far as he recollected, the 
Courts had held that that came within the boundary of 
privilege. 

The Attorney-General went on to quote the case of Woolley 
v. Poole, 14 C. B. N. 8. 538, in which Lord Chief Justice 
Erle ruled that the plaintiff had no right to see what would 
form the brief of the defendant. In the case of the Char- 
tered Bank of India v. Rich, in 11 W. R. 830, there was an 
alleged breach of agreement on the part of the defendant. 
Certain letters passed between the bank and their agents in 
India for which the defendant asked. An affidavit was 
made to show that the letters had been written after the 
defendant bad left the service of the bank, and it was held 
that they were confidential communications which the de- 
fendant was not entitled to inspect. The learned counsel 
proceeded to argue that if the point were established as laid 
down by Mr. Giffard, it would be necessary to call witnesses 
te prove when and how any alterations were made in the 
statements of witnesses, and would result in a complete 
breakdown in the confidence which should subsist between 
attorney and client.* 

Giffard rose to reply, but 

The Attorney-General submitted that the case had been 
argued pro and con, and must now rest for the Judge's 
GLcision. 

Bovitz, CJ, said the point raised was a great novelty, 
for it was nothing else than that the one side should see the 
brief of the other side. Mr. Giffard shook his head in dis- 
sent, but that was really the point of the application. No 
attorney could conduct his business without secing witnesses, 
and taking down their evidence, and from such witnesses, and 
frum euch taking of evidence, the briefs of counsel were 
made up, and these communications were certainly of a con- 
fidential character. If such 4 course were adopted, in 

* (He ale referred to Woolly v. North London Railway 
Company OT W. ¥, CO and 797); London Gas Light 
Compony +. Chtlua Vestry (6 C. B, N. &. AWM); Coasey v, 
Lindon, Lrighton and South Coast Railway (18 W. ii, 493) ; 
Keele 4. Birwart (h Phil. 471); Hunt v, Hewett (7 Exch, 
Zh). Ke 5 





almost every case tried the counsel cross-examining a 
witness would say, “ Did you ever make this statement 
before?” and if the witness answered in the affirmatiys 
the proof would be immediately asked for. He wag 
perfectly certain no such practice had ever prevailed, 
The question that arose now was the produetion of the 
document which had been called for under circumstances 
and conditions which had been stated, and it rested with the 
Attorney-General whether he would produce the document, 
The Court had no authority to compel the Attorney. 
General to produce the document, and the case must there- 
tore proceed, as in all other cases where documents were 
er for and the parties did not produce them. 

Ballantine, Serjt., said that he did not quite understand 
that the learned Judge ruled that he had no power to compel 
the document to be given up. 

Bovitt, C. J., said he simply said the case must proceed, 

Ballantine, Serjt., said the reason why he had put it was 
because, sooner or later, the legal decision with respect to 
the production of the document would have to be raised. 
Of course he must waive the question now, but he would 
take some other opportunity to raise the main point. And 
of course he should dwell upon the non-production 
of the document when he did have an opportunity of 
speaking. 

The Attorney-General desired it to be expressly under- 
stood that he did not object to the production of the 
document on any other ground than on the point of prin. 
ciple, for he had not seen it, and did not know what was in 
it 


Gifurd said he then might take it that his Lordship 
would not order the production of the document under the 
supena duces tecum. 

Bovitt, C. J., said he said it was in the hands of the 
Attorney-General, who could use his discretion in giving it 
up or withholding it. 

The Attorney-General said counsel had the document. 

Giffard asked the Judge ifit was to be taken that 
his Lordship declined to order Mr. Dobinson to produce the 
paper. 

: me C.J., said he declined to say anything about 
that. The document was in the hands of counsel. 


NOTTINGHAM BOROUGH QUARTER SESSIONS, 
(Before R. Witpman, Esq., Recorder.) 
Feb. 29.—Attorneys’ Fees for Prosecutions, 

Mr. A. Wells, Clerk of the Peace, addressing the Re- 
corder, said he wished to draw the attention of the Court to 
a matter which materially affected the conduct of business 
of Courts of Quarter Sessions. For some time past the 
Treasury had disallowed a portion of the costs allowed for 
prosecutions in that Court, as well as in many others. 
About two sessions ago he received an intimation from the 
Clerk of the Treasury that in all ordinary cases of prosecu- 
tion the attorneys prosecuting should not be allowed more 
than one guinea for the whole of the work of getting ups 
case and defending in court. But the Treasury did not 
define the cases, but left it to the option of the Court. He, 
therefore, had taken no notice of the intimation, inasmuch 
also as he did not conceive that two guineas was an un- 
reasonable remuneration, At the last session, when the 
accounts were sent up, the Treasury, in a communication to 
the ‘own Clerk, disallowed the whole of the second guines 
which had been allowed to the attorneys, and it was sent 
down to him (the Clerk of the Peace) with an instruction 
that in all cases where there were not more than five wit 
nesses only oue guinea should be allowed to attorneys. 89 
that the Treasury had now laid something down definitely 
to go byy as to what minor cases and cases of more — 
ance were. He could not see his way clear as Clerk of the 
Peace, unless he had an especial order of the Court, to dis- 
allow the attorney the second guinea, for he felt that twe 
guineas was not an extravagant allowance to an attorney 
getting up a case, delivering a brief, secing witnerses, &c. nor 
did he think they could get a respectable attorney to do the 
work for a less sum. Ho had not learned, in looking ove 
the proceedings in late cases before the Court of Queens 
Bench, that the Treasury had any authority whatever 
interfere in the taxation of costs; and it seemed really 
him to be a question between themsclves, the Treasury, 
and the ‘Town Council of Nottingham, If they liked # 
allow the ‘Town Council a cortain proportion of the costs 
of prosecutions, they could do so, and the Towa Council 
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would receive it; but he could not see any reason why the 


allowance should be reduced to one guinea in the case of 
ordinary prosecutions; and unless the Court should direct 
him (the Clerk of the Peace) that he ought to reduce the 
costs of all such cases, his present intention was still to 
allow two guineas as being a moderate amount and a fair 
remuneration, which, indeed, had been allowed for fifty 
years past. 5: 

The RecorveEr said he feared it was a case in which he 
could not render any assistance, and he must leave it to the 
discretion of the Clerk of the Peace. It appeared that the 
scale of costs had been laid down by Act of Parliament, 
and submitted for the approbation of the senior judge of 
assize; he (the Recorder) had no power to value it in any 
way ; and on the other hand, he had no power to interfere 
with the Treasurer. 

The Clerk of the Peace said then it must rest with the tax- 
ing officer ; only it placed him in this position both with the 
Treasury and the Town Council, that they would wonder 
why he should contiuue to make allowances which were sys- 
tematically disallowed by the former. 

The Recorver presumed that the scale was allowed that 
was approved by Mr. Baron Alderson. He had no power 
to vary that scale. 

Mr. Belk (attorney) said he did not know whether he 
was out of order in addressing the learned Recorder, but he 
wished to say that he certainly thought it desirable to have 
an expression of the Recorder’s opinion as to the remunera- 
tion given to the attorneys. He might say that in one of 
the cases to be tried that day he had written six letters, for 
which he got no remunerationat all. Some cases, it 
was true, did not entail so much trouble in the direc- 
tion as others; but really theirs was the worst paid pro- 
fessional business, and if the Treasury persisted in allowing 
the attorneys only one guinea for getting up a brief, at- 
tending witnesses, and looking up previous convictions in 
order to present a successful prosecution before the Court, 
they should certainly retire from the business altogether. 
He did not think there was a gentleman holding the dis- 
tinguished position of the learned Recorder that had had 
& more extensive experience; and, therefore, an expression 
of his opinion on the matter under discussion would be ex- 
ceedingly valuable. 

The Recorper said the opinion of the Court of Queen’s 
Bench had been expressed in stronger terms than he would 
venture touse. He had already remarked, upon the scale, 
that he thought it was too low; and Mr. Baron Alderson’s 
remark, as far as he could remember, was, not that it was 
too low, but that it was a matter of only small importance. 
His own opinion was that the scale which had been acted 
upon ever since must still be acted upon until it was changed 
by some higher power. Whether the Treasury had the 
power to do so or not, he did not know. 

Mr. Belk asked if the Recorder still held that view. 

The Recoxver said he had nothing more to add. 

Mr. Cranch (attorney) asked if the learned Recorder 
Was aware that in some cases at Derby the scale had been 
Increased, not exactly so far as the attorneys were con- 
cerned, but in allowing two guineas instead of one guinea 
for counsel. 

The Recorpgr said that had always been the case at 
Lincoln. He scarcely knew what was dono in county 
sessional courts in the matter; and he thought that could 
only be done in borough sessions by the authority of the 
Senior Judge of Assize. He did not, however, think that 
the Senior Judge of Assize would now increase the scale. 

Mr. Cranch repeated that what the attorneys were com- 

g about was tho reduction to one guinea for doing 

@ Whole of the work of a prosecution. 

The Recorper said the administration of justico was a 
agra subject for consideration, and it must be considered 

y those who administered it with a view to proper 
economy. 

The subject then dropped. 


——--——— —— 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE, 


“ AnpicaTion,” 

Sir,—In the comments on tho Parliamentary return ro- 
cently issued of the business of county courts in 1870, 
contained in your Journal of tho 17th inst., speaking of 

kruptoy, you say :—“ In bankruptcy matters the return 
Contains little that is noticeable beyond tho fact that at five 





courts the judges have abdicated their Juncticns and delegated 
them to the registrars, whilst one judge has retained only 
the power of committal for contempt.” The article has 
been copied into the London papers, and has gone the round 
of the local press as a ‘‘sensational” article, to the obvions 
disparagement of county court judges. As, from the terms 
of the return from Bradford, it would appear that I am one 
of the five judges who are thus pointed at as having 
abdicated their functiois and delegated them to the regis- 
trars, you will, I am sure, not grudge me an opportunity 
ofexplaining some matters which appear to be imperfectly 
understood, and on that account are calculated to leal to 
misapprehension. 

I may be allowed to state that I felt a strong interest in 
the Bankruptcy Act as it was passing through Parliament, 
and viewed with satisfaction the vast stride it made towards 
unlimited local administration, and I entered upon my 
duties under the Act con amore. When the Lord Chancellor's 
order was issued, which defined the Courts which should 
possess bankruptcy jurisdiction, I found that on my circuit 
this jurisdiction was limited to Burnley and Bradford ; and 
it thereupon became my duty, and I endeavoured to make 
such arrangements, as would enable the large and novel 
jurisdiction created by the statute to be exercised in such a 
manner as would best advance the interests of the public, 
by giving the fullest effect to these remedial provisions of 
the Legislature. The large powers I refer to were those 
comprised in section 72. The novel powers were those of 
appointing receivers and granting injunctions. ‘The old Bank- 
ruptcy Courts had no such powers; their functionaries knew 
nothing of such things. The Legislature,in engrafting this 
new jurisdiction upon the old stock of the existing county 
court jurisdiction had made no special provision for the 
adaptation of the one to the other : as a geologist would say, 
the measures were not conformable. ‘The old county court 
jurisdiction required fixed periods fer holding ixed courts 
at fixed places. The new bankruptcy jurisdiction required 
courts ata fow selected places, always open and always 
accessible, Applications for the appointment of receivers 
and granting injunctions would from their very nature be 
urgent, and demand instant attention. What was to be 
done? IfI was at Bradford I could not be at Burnley, if 
at Burnley I could not be at Bradford. If at any other 
a on my circuit I could not be at either Bradford or 

urnley, and yet at either I might be wanted to appoint a 


receiver or grant an injunction, or to both or either at each 


place at the same time. ‘To accomplish this impossibility 
the facilities of the railway, the Post-office, and the telegraph 
combined would be insufficient. Fortunately, the siatute 
supplied the meaus of uncovering the difficulty. By section 
67, ‘* Every judge of a local court of bankruptey may, sub- 
ject to, and in accordance witb, the rules of court for the 
time being in force, delegate to the registrar or fo any ether 
officer of his court such of the powers vested in him by this 
Actas it may be expedient for the judge to delegate to 
him.” The singular extent of power conferred by this 
enactment was curtailed and better defined by rule 3, 
which provides that “ ‘The judge of a local court of bank- 
ruptcy. may delegate to the registrars cf his court, det &@ no 
other officer, such of the powers vested in him by the Act as 
such judge may deem expedient to delegate, except the 
power to commit a person for contempt.” 

In accordance with the terms and true interest of the 
statute and rules, and in furtherance of their common 
object, I, in exercise of the judicial discretion thus vested 
in me, immediately on the Act coming into operation, 
delegated to my registrars at Bradford and Burnley ail the 
powers vested in me, except the power of committal. 
Acting under the authority thus given, the administrative 
business in bankruptcy, which is partly ministerial and 
partly judicial, has, ever since the Ist January, 1870, when 
the Act came into operation, been transacted by wy regis- 
trars. Ateach placo scores of orders have been made by 
them, from which an appeal would lie to the Chief Judge, 
but there has not hitherto been a single appeal, I have no 
reason to believe or suspect that this absence of appeal is 
attributable to supine submission on the part of suitors to 
injustice. There are plenty of solicitors of high standing 
and large experience both at Bradford and Burnley, who 
constantly practise in the courta there, and ere able to pro- 
tect their clients’ interests, The absence of any appeal under 
such ciroumstances T think Iam justitied in regarding as 
evidence that the duties thus delegated to the registrars 
have been properly discharged by them. But does this 
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not pass to his trustee in bankruptcy” unless he broke one 
of the covenants (citing Ashton v. Blackshaw, 18 W.R. 307) ; 
and further (at p. 302) that “ as before ager out, a bill of 
sale given by way of gg 1 by a trader, will, as regards 
the chattels remaining in his possession at the time of 
bankruptcy, be void as against the trustee in bankruptcy, 
either if the bill of sale be not registered, or if it be regis. 
tered, and the possession of the mortgagor becomes incon- 
sistent with the deed. . Adeed framed in the manner 
[there suggested] and registered appears to afford full protec. 
tion against the trustee in bankruptcy, for at every moment 
the possession of the mortgagor is consistent with the terms 
of the deed.” I am unable to reconcile the above extracts 
with the law as laid down in the text-books. 

In Millar and Collier on Bills of Sale, 3rd ed. p, 208, it is said 
that “‘ the fact that possession by a mortgagor is consistent 
with the express provisions of the deed of mortgage in no re-. 
spect affects the application of the law as to reputed owner- 
ship, and [in note] a contrary opinion expressed by Sir R. 
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delegation involve, as your article suggests, the abdication by 
me of my judicial functions as judge of these two district 
courts of bankruptcy ? Surely the pages of your own and 
other contemporary reports are a sufficient answer to this 
question. 

You speak of five county court judges having delegated 
their powers to their registrars, 1 believe the fact, if in- 
quired into, will be found to be that every county court 
judge who has bankruptcy jurisdiction has done as I have 
done—and for the same reason—the imperative necessity 
of the case arising from the incongruous character of the 
two jurisdictions. And you will find also that not one jud ze 
only, but that every judge, has reserved the power of con- 
mittal—in truth no judge could delegate it. 

It is, I think, to be regretted that when Parliamentary 
returns as to legal matters are moved for by those who are 
not lawyers, better care is not taken to frame the inquiry 
aptly, so as to elicit the precise information desired. In the 
case of this return the object, I presume, was to ascertain 


the extent (if any) to which the duties of the county court 
judges have been increased by the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
The inquiry is the number of cases of bankruptcy, or in 
liquidation by arrangement, heard on cach day. In no court 
is a special record of the number of such cases required to be 
kept ; in some it happens to have been kept, in others not. 
The return is, therefore, necessarily imperfect and unsatis- 
factory, and leads to erroneons conclusions; and thus it 
happens that disparaging inferences are drawn to the pre- 
judice of aclass of public functionaries who seem to be 
considered as hardly within the pale of that charity which 
thinketh to evil. W. T. 8S. Danrer. 
Thirleby House, Skipton-in-Craven, Feb. 24. ; 


[Weare sorry that anything in our columns should appear 
to Mr.*Daniel to tend to the disparagement of county court 
judges. Our object was, and is, not to disparage men, but 
to point out the defects of a system. We spoke of certain 
judges having, in matters of bankruptcy, “abdicated their 
functions and delegated them to the registrars.” Mr. Daniel 
explains two things. The first is that delegation of jurisdic- 
tion to the registrars is to a great extent inevitable. This is 
but too true, and is the great blot upon the present system. 
The judicial work delegated to the registrars is some of the 
most difficult that any judge can have to do. A registrar may 
possess high judicial qualities ; but he must in nine cases out 
of ten have been selected on the ground of his possessing 
quite a different kind of qualifications. Nor is it well, in 
principle, that a solicitor in active practice in a town should 
also exercise extensive judicial functions in the same town. 
While, therefore, we agree with Mr. Daniel, that delegation 
toa great extent must take place, we cannot agree with him 
in regarding this with satisfaction. We venture to point 
out to him that fewness of appeals is a fallacious test of the 
successful working of a court. It may arise from satisfac. 
tion with the court below; but it may arise from dissatis- 
faction with the court above, or the method of reaching it. 
And we do not fear contradiction when we say that the | 
system of appeals under the Act of 1869 has proved a 
failure, and is regarded with the utmost dissatisfaction by 
all who have had to do with it. 
Mr. Daniel shows, secondly, that the delegation of judicial | 
functions to the registrar does not necessarily involve an | 
entire abdication of them by the judge. No doubt this is | 
true where a judge resides on or near the spot where his 
bankruptcy jurisdiction is to be exercised : though we should 
be disposed to suppose from Mr. Daniel's letter that even in 
his courts there must be a great amount of judicial work in 
bankruptcy, over which he can exercise but little effectual 
control. But how is it in the case of a judge (and there are 
many such) living hundreds of miles from his circuit, and 
visiting the seat of his bankruptcy jurisdiction once a month 
for a day or two—the work in bankruptcy going on all the 
month long in his absence? Whois the real judge in bank- 
ruptcy then? Does the word abdication convey a very false 
impression in such a case /—Ep., S. J.] 


Bits or Save. 

Sir,—In the article on Bills of Sale (16 S. J. 285) after a 
notice of the “order and disposition” clanse in the Bark- 
raptcy Act, 1869, it is stated that “ if a bill of sale by way 
of mortgage contained the usual clause authorising the 
mortgagor to remain in ion so long as he performed all 
the covenants contained in it, he would be in ion ac- 


, V.C., in the judgment in Ashton v. Blackshaw, 
pears to be at variance with previous authorities” (see 
ms pp. 253-4 of the same work.) The following is an ex- 
tract from 1 Prid. 6th ed. p. 633. “ Having regard to the 
cases on this subject decided under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1849, the result of the 15th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, is that, as a general rule, where a person being a 
trader sells, mortgages, or otherwise disposes of any personal 
chattels, andis allowed by the purchaser, mortgagee, or 
donee to retain possession of them until his bankruptcy, 
such chattels will be saleable by the trustee in bankruptcy, 
and the title of the purchaser, mortgagee, or donee will 
defeated ;” and according to the same work (p. 639), 
‘¢ it is quite settled that the insertion of [the power enabling 
mortgagor to retain possession until default] is of no value ag 
against the trustee in bankruptcy if the chattels remain in 
the possession of the mortgagor until his bankruptcy.” 
The same view is also expressed in 2 Davids. Conv., 3rd ed. 
pp. 709 and 1133. 
Considering the articles referred to, and the authorities 
cited above, am I right in assuming, (1) That where a 
trader executes a bill of sale by way of mortgage, and retains 
possession of the chattels until he commits an act of bank. 
ruptcy, the trustee’s title to the chattels will, under all cir- 
cumstances, prevail over that of the mortgagee; and (2) 
That where the mortgagor is a non-trader, the fact of his 
continuing in possession until bankruptcy will not deprive 
the mortgagee of the benefit of an otherwise “ en of 
sale ? Cd. 


Sir,—In your paper of this week, and also in that of last 
week, it seems to me virtually stated that registration of 
Bills of Sale will prevent the operation of the order and 
disposition clause, if the assignor afterwards become bank- 
rupt, and the possession is consistent with the deed ; but my 
understanding of the matter has always been that the 
registration does not take away the operation of the order 
and disposition clause in case of bankruptcy, or rather, I 
should say, did not before the late Act, and that it still 
does not if the bankrupt be a trader, and this is the view 
given in the answer to examination questions by Mr. 
Hallilay, who quotes cases in support. > 


{We are glad that our correspondents have raised this 
question. The state of the matter is this. Vice-Chanceller 
Malins, in Ashton v. Blackshaw, adopted the view that the 
chattels do not pass to the creditors as in the order and 
disposition of the bankrupt, if his possession of them was 
consistent with the terms of the deed. Mr. Daniel, QC, 
as judge of the Bradford County Court, adopted the same 
view in Ex parte Homan, Re Broadbent, and that deci- 
sion was affirmed by the Chief Judge (18 W. R. 307, L 
R. 12 Eq. 598), following Ashton v. Blackshaw, On the 
other hand, there are common law cases decided the other 
way; Spackman v. Miller, for instance, 2 C. B. N. 8. 661. 
In a court of bankruptcy, we may suppose that the decision 
of the Chief Judge would be followed, but it remains to be 
seen which view the Appeal Court may take when a case 
involving the question is brought to appeal. In the meas 
time, the best advice we can give to our readers and corres 
pondents is, that in drawing bills of sale for lenders who 
apprehend bankruptcy on the borrower's part, they 
insert the power mentioned in our articles, enabling 
mortgagee to take the possession at any time before repay- 





cording to the terms of the deed, and the chattels would 


ment; and the mortgagee should take possession when 
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‘appears to be any risk of the trader’s committing an act of 


bankruptcy.—Eb. 8. J.] 


AFFIDAVITS IN BANKRUPTCY. 

Sir,— Referring to the case of Re Wiilliams, reported in 
your issue of the 10th ult., I may observe that the objection 
now made is one of very old standing. There never has 
been any positive decision upon the point, and the district 
Courts varied between themselves in this respect, the most 
sensible rule being that affidavits to initiate proceedings of 
an important character, such as a petition in bankruptcy, 
trader debtor’s summons, or analogous cases, should not be 
sworn before the solicitor acting in the matter, but that toa 
mere matter, such as proof of debt, the objection 
should not apply. 

Such, I think, would still be held to be the rule, and that 
no proof of debt could be safely objected to upon such a 

when the general facilities as to making proof of 
bis under the present system and the proper determination 
toavoid technicalities are considered. ‘To hold otherwise 
might and would in country cases lead to very serious in- 
convenience. In ex parte motions, particularly such as the 
case under consideration, I think it would be safer to apply 
tosome third person to make the affidavit: it sometimes 
prevents hasty swearing, which is an advantage. 
An OLp PractITIoNER. 











APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. AntHUR WesT0N, solicitor, of Brackley, Northamp- 
tonshire, has been elected Coroner for the western division 
ofthat county, in succession to his father, the late Mr. 
Robert Western, who had held the coronership for upwards 
of half a century. 

Mr. Joun Syxzs, solicitor, of Huddersficld, has been 
appointed Clerk to the county magistrates for the Hudders- 
field and Upper Agbrigg divisions, in succession to Mr. J. 
€, Laycock, solicitor, resigned. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


Feb, 26,— Railway Amalgamation.—On the motion of Earl 
Cowper the joint committee was appointed, after some dis- 
cussion a8 to the subject of reference and the wording of the 
order of reference. 

Feb. 29—The EZeclesiastical Courts and Registries Biil 
was considered in committee, and the whole of the 135 
clauses disposed of. 

_ Church Discipline Act Amendment Bill was with- 
rawn. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 

Feb. 28.—The Royal Parks avd Gardens Bill adjourned 
committee.—Clause 5 (park-keeper’s power of arresting 
dffenders) was agreed to after a considerable discussion and 
ome amendments on points of minor detail. 

_ Building Societies—Mr. Gourley obtained leave to bring 
ina bill to consolidate and amend the law. 

Feb, 26.— Privilege. —A Speaker's List.—Mr. G. Bentinck 
alled attention, as a matter of privilege, to an article in 
the Morning Advertiser, which charged the late speaker, 

. Gladstone, and Mr, Glyn, the ‘‘ Whip,” with arranging 
to “gag debate,” by means ofa ‘ Speaker's list,” settled in 
eoncert with the opposition ‘‘ Whip,” which should contain on 

occasion of every important debate the names of those who 
alone were to be allowed to speak.—'Lhe Speaker said there 
Wasnothing of privilege in the matter; for himself, he had 
never seen a Speaker's list.—Mr, Gladstone said neither henor 
t.@lyn knew anything of any such « list—but eventually, 
from statements by Mr. Glyn, Mr. Noel, and Mr, Disraeli, it 
ppeared that they had merely been in the habit of furnish- 
ing the Speaker on the occasions of important debates with 
. names of members of their respective sides who desired 


Feb, 28.—Proportional Representation of the People.—Mr, 
Morrison introduced a bill. 

Feb. 29.—Corrupt Practices, Parliamentary and Muni- 
Cipal.—In answer to a question by Mr. Mundella Mr. 





Gladstone said the Government had not attempted 
to combine the two subjects of parliamentary and 
municipal elections in one bill, because an entirely different 
machinery was required, and there was a question to be con- 
sidered and decided, as to the tribunal before which persons 
accused of corrupt practices at municipal elections should. 
be tried. The Government quite concurred with those who 
thought that great necessity existed fcr a bill dealing with 
corrupt practices at municipal elections. But he could not 
at this period of the session indicate the tima at which they 
could bring forward such a measure. 

The Ballot Biil.—Committee.—Sir M. Beach moved to 
refer the Corrupt Practices Bill to the same committee.— 
After a considerable debate, in which the merits of the 
ballot question were copiously discussed, Mr. Gladstone 
said that though the Government could not undertake to 
go into the whole question of corrupt practices now, since 
that could only be at the expense of postponing other 
important measures ; yet, to meet half-way those who thought 
it indispensable that the Ballot should be accompanied by 
safeguards, he would offer that the two clauses relating to 
punishment of personation and striking off corrupt votes 
should be imported into the Ballot Bill, and carried with it. 
—Mr. Disraeli recommended the acceptance of this offer, 
and it having been accepted by Sir M. Beach, his 
motion was agreed to on that understanding.—Mr. C. 
Bentinck proposed an instruction that the Committee 
provide for the taking of votes by ballot in House of 
Commons divisions—Mr. Forster having opposed the 
motion, which was supported by noone except Mr. G. 
Bentinck, it was negatived without a division —The House 
then went into Committee. On clause 1 (nominations) 
Mr. C. Bentinck moved its postponement, on the ground 
that it could only be satisfactorily discussed in connection 
with the first schedule, but the postponement was negatived 
by 218 to 145. An amendment, by Mr. Goldney, that the 
nomination shall be in a form to be prescribed in the 
schedules was discussed at great length, and ultimately 
rejected by 177 to 152—The committee was then ad- 
journed until Monday week. 

The Corrupt Practices Bill was committed pro forma, 

The Poor Law Loans Bill was passed through committee, 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LEGAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION. 


We are requested to publish the following particulars, 
The total number of signatures to the bar petition in favour 
of Sir R. Palmer's motion are 365. The following are the 
names of some of the barristers who have signed it :— 

Queen’s Counsel—A. J. Pearson, Chas. E. Pollock, J. 
Monk, J. Hinde Palmer, Edwd. Fry, Arthur Hebhouse, 
Thomas Hughes, W. T. S. Daniel, Vernon Lushington, J. 
T. Schomberg, Sam]. Pope, Thomas Webster, Joseph Kay, 
W. Edlin, Fredk. F. Herschell, Nathaniel Lindley, P. J. 
De Gex, Horace Lloyd, Serjt. Pulling. 

Professors and Teachers—The Right Hon. Mountague 
Bernard ; J. Bryce, Regius Professor of Civil Law, Oxford ; 
J. T. Abdy, Regius Professor of Civil Law, Cambridge; 
Sheldon Amos, Professor of Jurisprudence at University 
College, London; Kenelm E. Digby, Vinerian Reader in 
Law, Oxford ; J. W. P. Willis Bund, Professor of Consti- 
tutional Law, University College, London; Charies John 
Plumptre. 

Miscellaneous—Thos. Hare, Lunacy Commissioner; Thos, 
H. Farrer, Board of Trade ; John Forster, Lunacy Commis- 
sioner; Geo. H. Richards, Counsel to the Speaker; Hy. 
Reeve, Registrar to the Privy Council; Horace Mann, 
Secretary to Civil Service Commission. 

Junior Bar : Equity—Charles Hall, Jacob Waley, Con- 
veyancing Counsel; J, L, Tatham, G. Sweet, M. Ingle 
Joyce, F. V. Hawkins, T. Smith Osler, H. R. Droop, 
Horace Davey, A. C. Humphreys, Walter Phillimore, F. 5. 
Reilly, G. V. Yoo], Montague Cookson, William Latham, 
Frederic Harrison, J. L. Hammond, John Rigby, Leonard 
H. Courtney, W. R. Fisher, Howard W. Elphinstone, 
Robert Campbell, John Westlake, E. Thurston Holland, 
Godfrey Lushington, F, W. Everitt, H. S. Dicey. 

Junior Bar: Commen Law—H. G, J. Macnamara, T. 
Henry Baylis, Fred. A. Philbrick, J. C. Mathew, Charles 
Bowen, R. J. Biron, John W. Mellor, F. A. Bosanquet, 
R. G. Williams, Charles H. Hopwood, R. S, Wright, 





ye melee aie Bi ey Pel AR 


sen oa An EMRE MOE LI TOE NS RE . 
cas ik acini MdabdetsiidionaLisisaaain iain i” ei 


oo bt pants aaltn ad 


penne mtn OPE 


em creme he ares 


Sia Sok Si a ala a 





330 


THE SOLICITORS’ JO 


Honourable E. L. Stanley, H. W. Lord, Artbur M. 
Channell, L. M. Aspland, F, J. Coltman, J. Raymond, Hon. 
E. Chandos Leigh, T. Erskine Holland, A. V. Dicey, Lewis 
W. Cave, G. Parker Bidder. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 
PRESENTATION OF Law Society MEpALs. 

Ata meeting of the members of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Liverpool on the 22nd inst., to which also the 
articled clerks had been specially invited, the two gold 
medals, founded by Mr. Timpron Martin and Mr, John At- 
kinson, of this town, were presented by Mr. Lowndes, the 
president of the society, to Mr. J. W. Winstanley, the son 
of Mr, James Wirkworth Winstanley, the district registrar 
at Liverpool of the Chancery of Lancashire, 

Amongst the other persons present at the meeting were 
Mr. Winstanley, the father of the successful candidate ; 
Mr. Atkinson, vice-president ; and Messrs. Timpron Mar- 
tin, Jevons, Banner, R. A. Payne, William Radcliffe, Hore, 
Arthur Morecroft, Newton, Lace, Alsop, Mather, Lyon, 
and others. ‘There was also a large attendance of articled 
clerks. 

The PresipeEnt, in presenting the medals, congratulated 
Mr. Winstanley on his success in carrying off both prizes, 
and expressed his pleasure at the presence of both Mr. Mar- 
tin and Mr. Atkinson. He also alluded to the fact that 
whilst Mr. Atkinson’s medal was open to articled clerks 
from Preston as well as from Liverpool, hitherto the medal 
had not been wrested from Liverpool ; and although he did 
not wish to be ungenerous, he did hope that the day would 
be very far distant when Liverpool wou!d not produce a 
candidate who would secure it. ‘he president then alluded 


to the advantages which the articled clerks of Liverpool | go. 
; Conder, Jno, B. Reignier, 


had recently acquired in the shape of law lectures, from 
which he anticipated that a keener competition would be 
brought about for those medals in the future. He also 


alluded to the motion to be brought forward in the House, | 
the 


in a few days, by Sir Roundell Palmer, for 
establishment of a law university, the advantages 
of which would be thrown open to the students 
of the law intending to practise as attorneys, 
as well as to those who intended to practise at 
the bar. 


exceedingly well, and it was very difficnlt indeed to define 


where the education for the one branch diverged from the , 


other; that a knowledge of law and practice was alike 
essential to both. The president then stated that recent 


statistics showed that upwards of 96 per cent. of writs | 
, Gane, Wm. Lawe. 


issued were settled outside the courts of law, and he urged 
that that showed that while it was of the utmost import- 
ance that we should have a highly-educated Bench and 
Bar, it was equally important in the interests of the public 


that the education and status of the attorney should be re- | 
cognised, and he was happy to point out that in many , Gre 
| Grimley, Edward Albert. 


ways this had latterly been recognised, because, during 
the last session of Parliament, one of the anomalies which 
had existed for many years, proventing 4 solicitor being a 
county magistrate whilst he might be a borough magistrate, 
or even fill the office of mayor, had at last been removed, and 
that one of their own body, Mr. Rayner (the town clerk), 
had recently had the honour of being made mag strate of 
the county of York. ‘The president also alluded to the fre- 
quent appointment, by persons of distinction and property, 
of their legal advisers as executor and trustee under their 
wills, as testifying to theconfidence which they had acquired ; 
and after alluding to the large number of their profession 
who had proved their usefulness in the Town Council, the 
president handed the medals to Mr. Winstanley, and con- 
gratulated both him and bis father on his success, adding 
that everyone who knew the father would have expected to 
find great and persevering industry in the son. 

Mr, Winstanley, jun., in appropriate terms, thanked Mr, 
Martin and Mr. Atkinson for their kindness in having 
founded the medals, and after a few remarks from Mr. Win- 
stanley, sen., and Mr. Atkinson, the meeting closed. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was heid at Clements’ Inn 
Hall on Wednesday, Mr. Il. Lewis Arnold, in the chair. 
Mr. Dendy opened the subject for the evening’s debate— 
viz., ‘‘ That the interests of all persons entitled to enclose 
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It appeared that this system had been acted upon } 
for some years in Scotland, and had been found to work | i 
, Ellis, Joseph. 
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commenable lards near London should be purchased by the 


Government for the benefit cf the people.” 


was lost. 


The motion 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


NAMES OF GENTLEMEN WHO PASSED THR 
FINAL EXAMINATION. 


Hilary Term, 1872. 


Andrew, Samuel. 
Ashmall, Geo. 
Bagnall, Jas, Jervis. 
Barker, Arthur Wm. 
Barnard, Jael Morris. 
Belemore, Walter. 
Bennett, Arnold Jas. 
Binns, Geo. Wm. 
Boak, Alfred Josh. 
Boevey, Jas. Hy. Crawley. 
Boulton, Arthur Geo. 
Bright, Joseph, jun. 
Burton, Joshua. 
Butler, Plato Jas. 
Carey, Stephen. 
Carter, Felix, 
Carruthers, Joseph. 
Chester, Samuel. 


| Coldham, Geo. Jno. 
' Colegrave, E lwd. 
; Collius, Chas. 


Collins, Walter Regd. 


Cook, Jnc. 

Coole, Arthur Cook. 
Cooper, William. 
Craven, Wm. Baildon. 
Creber, Thos. 


‘ Currey, F, Jas. 


Davie, Hy. Wm. 
Derry, Alfred. 
Drake, Augustus Fitt. 
Ellis, Arthur Mackay. 


Hyre, Wm. Hy. 
Francis, Harry. 


; Fryer, Alfred Halliday. 


Gale, Thos, B.A. 


Giles, Geo, Edward. 
Goodfellow, Thos. 

Gordon, Thos. Hodgetts, B.A. 
Gray, Edwin. 

Green, W. Stockley, LL.B. 


Harris, Henry Salaman. 


| Hartley, Francis. 


Harvey, Henry Herbert. 
Harwood, Henry. 
Hawksley, Bourchier Francis 
Heny, Alfred. 

Herington, Wm. Hy. 
Herman, Hy. Edward. 
Hick, Matthew Milman. 
Hickman, G. Walter, M.A. 
Hill, Herbert Bliss. 

Honey, William. 

Hopper, Robt. Scott. 
Hudson, Jacob. 

Hulton, Jessop Hy. Fletcher. 
Humphreys, G. Beauchamp. 
Jackson, Francis H. 
Jenkins, Kdgar Francis. 
Johnson, Geo. 

Johnstone, Jno, Douglas, 
Jones, Chas. Alfred. 

Knox, Chas. Francis, 

Lake, Geo. Edward. 
Langdon, Jno. Jas. 

Leach, Hy. Pemberton. 
Lendon, Wm. Hy. 

Lloyd, Jas. 


Lockwood, Robt. Wood. 
Lubbock, Edgar. 
Macdonald, Jno. David. 
Maddison, Thos, jun. 
Mann, Wm. Dalla, 
Marchant, Robert Geo. 
Mason, G. Gordon Somerville 
Masterman, Hy. Chauncey, 
Matthews, Richard. 

Mears, Clement. 

Miers, Anthony Hanmer 
Miles, Joseph Wm. Thos, 
Morris, Howard Carlile. 
Morton, Jas. Amphlett. 
Moss, Jno. Thos. Holmes, 
Mote, Robert. 

Naunton, Geo. Ward. 
Norton, Henry Turton, BA, 
Oblein, Thos. 

Ockerby, Horace. 

Okell, Robert, B.A. 
Owen, Herbert Chas, 
Palmer, Wm. Brookes, 
Payter, John. 

Pemberton, Chas. Swayton, 
Percival, Thos. Mieres, 
Perry, Josh. Wm. 

Peyton, Jno. Wm. Edmund. 
Pilley, Samuel, jun, 
Powell, Edward. 
Rawlinson, Jas. 

Riley, Moreton Jno., LL.B. 
Robinson, Courtenay Carew, 
Robinson, Geo. Thos, 
Robinson, Octavius. 
Rundle, Robert. 

Sampson, Thos. 

Siville, Josh. Herberts. 
Shepheard, Beaumont. 
Sherwin, Robert. 
Slingsby, Wm. Wood. 
Smailpeice, Gerald Wm, 
Soden, Henry Cecil. 
Street, ‘Thos. 

Sutton, Henry Gee. 
Sydney, Henry. 

‘Tassell, Allan. 

Taylor, Chas. Pitt, B.A. 
Thomas, Robert Curre, B.A. 
Thompson, Alfred. 
Thompson, Fk. Wm. 
Thompson, Laurence Smith. 
Thorp, Fk. Wm, Theodore. 
Torry, Fc. Wm. 

‘Toynbee, William. 
‘T'rehearne, Alfred Thos. 
'lrotter, Raymond Douglas. 
Upton, Robert Philip. 
Vaughan, Fk. 

Wade, John Edward. 
Wall, John. - 

Walter, Jas. Wm. 

Ward, Owen Chas. 
Warren, Horatio F, Foulget 
Waterhouse, Jno., jun. 
White, Josh, 

Whitwell, Thos. 
Wightwick, Wm. Norma. 
Williams, Jno. Morgan. 
Winser, Jno. Johnson. 
Wykes, William. 
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OBITUARY. 


MR. SERJEANT PAYNE. 


Mr. William Payne, serjeant-at-law, coroner for the 
city of London, died on the 25th February, after a brief 
illness, at his residence in Brunswick-square, in the 78rd 
year ofhis age. ‘The deceased gentleman was the youngest 
son of the late William Payne, Esq., by Jane, daughter of 
Lucy Berry, a descendant of Oliver Cromwell. He was 
porn in 1799, entered the service of the Corporation of 
London jin early life, and held the office of coroner for the 
city of London and borough of Southwark for forty-three 

ears, having been appointed in 1829. In November, 1843, 
ke was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn, and in 1850 he was 
elected high steward of Southwark and judge of the 
Borough Court of Record. He was created a serjeant-at- 
lawin 1858, The late Mr. Serjeant Payne was a magistrate 
for London, Southwark, Westminster, and Middlesex, a 
commissioner of taxes for London, Middlesex, and Surrey, 
and a governor of St. Bartholomew’s Hospital. He married, 
in 1821, Kezia, daughter of Mr. Temple, of Dulwich-grove, 
by which lady (who died in 1851) he leaves an only son, 
Mr. William John Payne, barrister-at-law, who has been 
Recorder of Buckingham since February, 1866, and for the 
last twenty-five years has been Deputy-Coroner for London 
and Southwark, having entirely performed the duties of 
coroner for about two years past. Mr. Serjeant Payne was 
ayounger brother ot the late Mr. Joseph Payne, who was 
for many years Deputy-Assistant-Judge at the Middlesex 
— The Payne family has long been settled at Bexley, 
in Kent. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quorarron, Mar. 1, 1372, 
From the Oftciat List of the actual business transacted. 

$ per Cent. Consols, 924 Annuities, April, ’85 

tto for Account, April, 924 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Sper Cent. Reduced 923 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.4p m 
New 3 per Cent., 924 Ditto, £500, Do —4 pm 
Do. 3§ perCent., Jan, ’94 Ditto, £100 & £200, —4pm 
Do. 2} per Cont., Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
o.5 per Cont., Jan. '’73 | Ct. (last half-year) 249 
Annuities, Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stk.,104pCt.Apr.'74,206 | Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 108} 
Ditto 5 per Cent. ,July,’80 110 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. '88 1054 Do.Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 1623 
Ditto,ditto Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 22 pa 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4per Cent.964| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 25 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid.|Closing prices 
Stock! Bristoland Exeter ........ el | 1 

Stock] Caledonian....se scores ese seeceecoeees 

lock} Glasgow and South-Western ., 

Stock) Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 

Great Northern .cscesseceeceeeee 


Bg ROGUE in vcnikss ved coc crt veasotscdconre,} 160 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 
Great Westorn—Original ....ccsceceeseseeres) 100 
Lancashireand Yorkshire ..... Peer 
London, Brighton, and South Coast 

London, Chatham, and Doveriecceserere 
London and North-Westerit,.. cscs 
London and South-Western ~ ic. 
Mauchester,Shetield,and Lincoln 
Metropolitan 


North London ....ceccssceces cosess vee 
North Statfordshire.......ccccecceceeccesseseeee 
SOUGH DeVOD sresse.ceseeccees 
South-Eastern wee. ves 
Tatt Vale. 
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* A receives uo dividend until 6 par cent. as been paid tosB, 


Money MARksr AND City INTELLIGENCE. 
The money market business of this week has been much 
upon by the National Thanksgiving. The markets 
show considerable firmness, and have been unaffected by the 
adverse rumours of the last day or two respecting the 


“ Alabama” difficulty. Railwa; on large pure 
have been particularly strong. 7” oe. 

The subscription list of the Share Investment Trust will 
be closed on Wednesday the 6th for town, and Thursday the 
7th for the country. 

The prospectus of the Welsh Freehold Coal and Iron Com- 
pany has been issued. It is proposed to raise a capital of 
£155,000 in 31,000 shares of £5 each, on which a minimum 
annual dividend of seven per cent. is guaranteed for four 
years. This company is formed for the purpose of purchas- 
ing and working a freehold estate, containing 1,300 acres, or 
thereabouts, with all the veins or seams of coal, ironstone 
fire-clay, and other minerals, situated in the parishes of 
Baglan and Michaelston-super-Afon, in Glamorganshire. 
The estate is distant about five and a half miles from Neath 
harbour, and has access to the ports of Swansea, Cardiff, 
and all others in the Bristol Channel, and also possesses 
direct railway communication to all parts of the Kingdom, 
£103,500 is the amount of the purchase money. £45,000 in 
cash, £15,000 in paid up shares, and the balance to be 
invested in consols in the names of trustees for guaranteeing 
the dividends, 

Messrs. Robinson, Fleming & Co, are authorised to re- 
ceive applications for 7,500 provisional certificates of four 
shares each certificate of the Lima Railways Company 
(Limited) at the price of £100 each certificate. The shares 
form part of the total capital of 40,000 shares of £20 each, 
representing £800,000, and constituting the share capital 
of the company, for which no public issue has ever been 
made, the whole of the capital having been subscribed pri- 
vately, in 1865. Subscribers will be entitled to the aceru- 
ing dividend from Ist January, 1872, and the option is re- 
served to applicants to pay up the whole of the instalments 
on allotment. Persons so paying up in full on allotment 
will further be entitled to receive the balance of dividend 
of the year 1871, viz. :—Ten shillings per share, or £2 per 
certificate about 25th March next. The company possess 
two distinct lines of railways, viz.: one from Lima to 
Callao, the principal seaport, the other from Lima to 
Chorrillos, a sea-side town of great popularity—the two 
forming a total of about eighteen miles. Since the year 
1869, dividends have been paid quarterly, and for the year 
1871 just expired, four quarterly dividends of 2} per cent. 
each, equal to 10 per cent., have been paid, leaving 24 per 
cent. payable on or about the 25th March next, to complete 
the dividend for the year of 12} per cent. There are no 
debentures or preference shares to absorb any portions of 
the earnings of the lines, consequently the share capital, of 
which the 30,000 shares now for subscription form a por- 
tion, constitute the first and sole charge on the whole 
revenues of the lines. ‘The shares are quoted at 3 to 3} 
prem. 

The prospectus of the German Union Telegraph Company 
with a capital of £165,000, in11,000 shares of £15 each, fully 
paid (with dividend coupons attached, payable in London and 
Berlin), was issued yesterday by Messrs. Walker and Lums- 
den. The company was established in Berlin, in May, 
1871, with limited liability, under the German law, to carry 
out a concession, granted on 12th March, 1869, by the Prus- 
sian Government for the term of 25 years, with the object of 
facilitating telegraphic communication between Germany, 
England, and America, and a cable containing paper con- 
ductors has been laid between Lowestoft and Emden. Agree- 
ments have been made with the Anglo-American, New 
York, Newfoundland, and London Submarine Telegraph 
(sanctioned by Her Majesty’s Postmaster-General), and 
with the Great Northern ‘lelegraph Companies, under which 
one of the conductors is specially appropriated for German 
American traffic, two for German English traffic, and the 
fourth is leased to the Great Northern Teleg = Company. 
The two conductors to be used for German-English traffic 
will be worked in London by the Submarine Telegraph 
Company, and it is expected that by this additional means 

of communication with Germany the international traffic 
will be largely increased. The working of the other wires 
in London, and of all the four wires at Emden, is under- 
taken by the Great Northern Telegraph Company at their 
own expense. It is estimated that a minimum dividend of 
10 per cent is secured on the eapital. 
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The coronership of the City of London having become 
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Honourable E. L. Stanley, H. W. Lord, Artbur M. 
Channel], L. M. Aspland, F. J. Coltman, J. Raymond, Hon. 
E. Chandos Leigh, T. Erskine Holland, A. V. Dicey, Lewis 
W. Cave, G. Parker Bidder. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 
Presentation oF Law Society MEDALS. 

Ata meeting of the members of the Incorporated Law 
Society of Liverpool on the 22nd inst., to which also the 
articled clerks had been specially invited, the two gold 
medals, founded by Mr. Timpron Martin and Mr, John At- 
kinson, of this town, were presented by Mr. Lowndes, the 
president of the society, to Mr. J. W. Winstanley, the son 
of Mr. James Wirkworth Winstanley, the district registrar 
at Liverpool of the Chancery of Lancashire, 

Amongst the other persons present at the meeting were 
Mr. Winstanley, the father of the successful candidate ; 
Mr. Atkinson, vice-president ; and Messrs. Timpron Mar- 
tin, Jevons, Banner, R. A. Payne, William Radcliffe, Hore, 
Arthur Morecroft, Newton, Lace, Alsop, Mather, Lyon, 
and others. ‘There was also a large attendance of articled 
clerks. 

The Presipent, in presenting the medals, congratulated 
Mr. Winstanley on his success in carrying off both prizes, 
and expressed his pleasure at the presence of both Mr, Mar- 
tin and Mr. Atkinson. He also alluded to the fact that 
whilst Mr. Atkinson’s medal was open to articled clerks 
from Preston as well as from Liverpool, hitherto the medal 
had not been wrested from Liverpool ; and although he did | 
not wish to be ungenerous, he did hope that the day would 
be very far distant when Liverpool wou!d not produce a 
candidate who would secure it. ‘The president then alluded | 
to the advantages which the articled clerks of Liverpool | 
had recently acquired in the shape of law iectures, from | 
which he anticipated that a keener competition would be . 

brought about for those medals in the future. He also 





in a few days, by Sir Roundell Palmer, for the 
establishment of a law university, the 
of which would be thrown open to the 
of the law intending to practise as 


as well as to those who intended to practise 


students 
attorneys, 
at 


the bar. It appeared that this system had been acted upon | 
for some years in Scotland, and had been found to work | 
exceedingly well, and it was very difficnlt indeed to define , 


where the education fur the one branch diverged from the 
other; that a knowledge of law and practice was alike 
essential to both. The president then stated that recent 
statistics showed that upwards of 96 per cent. of writs 
issued were settled outside the courts of law, and he urged 
that that showed that while it was of the utmost import- 


ance that we should have a highly-educated Bench and ; 


Bar, it was equally important in the interests of the public 
that the education and status of the attorney should be re- 
cognised, and he was happy to point out that in many 
ways this had latterly been recognised, because. during 
the last session of Parliament, one of the anomalies which 
had existed for many years, proventing 4 solicitor being a 
county magistrate whilst he might be a borough magistrate, 
or even fill the office of mayor, had at last been removed and 
that one of their own body, Mr. Rayner (the town clerk), 
had recently had the honour of being made mag’strate of 
the county of York. ‘The president also alluded to the fre- 
quent appointment, by persons of distinction and property, 
of their legal advisers as executor and trustee under their 
wills, as testifying to the confidence which they had acquired ; 
and after alluding to the large number of their profession 
who had proved their usefulness in the Town Council, the 
president handed the medals to Mr. Winstanley, and con- 


alluded to the motion to be brought forward in the House, | Cooper, William. 


advantages | © . 
‘ Currey, F, Jas, 





sauneusiiie lards near London should be purchased by tke 
Government for the benefit ef the people.” The motion 
was lost. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


GENTLEMEN WHO PASSED THE 
FINAL EXAMINATION. 


Hilary Term, 1872. 
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Maddison, Thos. jun. 
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Masterman, Hy. Chauncey. 
Matthews, Richard. 
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Miles, Joseph Wm. Thos. 
Morris, Howard Carlile. 
Morton, Jas. Amphlett. 
Moss, Jno. Thos. Holmes. 
Mote, Robert. 
Naunton, Geo, Ward. 
Norton, Henry Turton, B.A. 
Oblein, Thos. 
Ockerby, Horace. 
Okell, Robert, B.A. 
Owen, Herbert Chas, 
Palmer, Wm. Brookes, 
Payter, John. 
Pemberton, Chas. Swayton, 
Percival, Thos. Mieres. 
Perry, Josh. Wm. 
Peyton, Jno. Wm. Edmund. 
Pilley, Samuel, jun, 
Powell, Edward. 
Rawlinson, Jas. 
Riley, Moreton Jno., LL.B. 
Robinson, Courtenay Carew. 
Robinson, Geo. Thos, 
Robinson, Octavius. 
Rundle, Robert. 
Sampson, Thos. 
Siville, Josh. Herberts. 
Shepheard, Beaumont. 
Sherwin, Robert. 
Slingsby, Wm. Wood. 
Smallpeice, Gerald Wm. 
Soden, Henry Cecil. 
Street, Thos. 
Sutton, Henry Gee, 
Sydney, Henry. 
Tassel], Allan. 
Taylor, Chas. Pitt, B.A. 
Thomas, Robert Curre, B.A. 
Thompson, Alfred. 
Thompson, Fk. Wm. 
Thompson, Laurence Smith. 
‘Thorp, Fk. Wm. Theodore. 
Torry, Fc. Wm. 
‘Toynbee, William. 
'Trehearne, Alfred Thos. 
‘Trotter, Raymond Douglas. 
Upton, Robert Philip. 
Vaughan, Fk. 





NAMES OF 


Andrew, Samuel. 
Ashmall, Geo. 
Bagnall, Jas. Jervis. 
Barker, Arthur Wm. 
Barnard, Jael Morris. 
Belemore, Walter. 
Bennett, Arnold Jas. 
Binns, Geo. Wm. 
Boak, Alfred Josh. 
Boevey, Jas. Hy. Crawley. 
Boulton, Arthur Geo. 
Bright, Joseph, jun. 
Burton, Joshua. 
Butler, Plato Jas. 
Carey, Stephen. 
Carter, Felix, 
Carruthers, Joseph. 
Chester, Samuel. 
Coldham, Geo. Jno. 
Colegrave, Elwd. 
Collius, Chas. 

Collins, Walter Regd. 
Conder, Jno. B. Reignier. 
Cook, Jnc. 

Coole, Arthur Cook. 


Craven, Wm. Baildon. 
Creber, Thos. 


Davie, Hy. Wm. 

Derry, Alfred. 

Drake, Augustus Fitt. 

Ellis, Arthur Mackay. 

Ellis, Joseph. 

Eyre, Wm. Hy. 

Francis, Harry. 

Fryer, Alfred Halliday. 

Gale, Thos, B.A. 
, Gane, Wm. Lawe. 
Giles, Geo. Edward. 
Goodfellow, Thos. 
' Gordon, Thos. Hodgetts, B.A. 
Gray, Edwin, 
Green, W. Stockley, LL.B. 
Grimley, Edward Albert. 
Harris, Henry Salaman. 
Hartley, Francis. 
Harvey, Henry Herbert. 
Harwood, Henry. 
Hawksley, Bourchier Francis 
Heny, Alfred. 
Herington, Wm. Hy. 
Herman, Hy. Edward. 
Hick, Matthew Milman. 
Hickman, G. Walter, M.A. 
Hill, Herbert Bliss. 
Honey, William. 

Hopper, Robt. Scott. 
Hudson, Jacob. 


gratulated both him and his father on his success, adding 
that everyone who knew the father would have expected to 
find great and persevering industry in the son. 

Mr, Winstanley, jun., in appropriate terms, thanked Mr. 
Martin and Mr. Atkinson for their kindness in having 
founded the medals, and after a few remarks from Mr. Win- 
stanley, sen., and Mr. Atkinson, the meeting closed. 








ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 
A meeting of this society was held at Clements’ Inn 
Hall on Wednesday, Mr, I. Lewis Arnold, in the chair. 


Wade, John Edward. 
Wall, John. - 

Walter, Jas. Wm, 

Ward, Owen Chas. 
Warren, Horatio F. Foulgere 
Waterhouse, Jno., jun. 
White, Josh. 

Whitwell, Thos. 
Wightwick, Wm. Norman. 
Williams, Jno. Morgan. 
Winser, Jno. Johnson. 
Wykes, William. 


Hulton, Jessop Hy. Fletcher. 
Humphreys, G. Beauchamp. 
Jackson, Francis H. 
Jenkins, Edgar Francis. 
Johnson, Geo. 

Johnstone, Jno, Douglas, 
Jones, Chas. Alfred. 

Knox, Chas. Francis, 

Lake, Geo. Edward, 
Langdon, Jno. Jas. 

Leach, Hy. Pemberton. 
Lendon, Wm. Hy. 





Mr. Dendy opened the subject for the evening’s debate— 
viz., ‘‘ That the interests of all persons entitled to enclose 


Lloyd, Jas. 
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OBITUARY. 


MR. SERJEANT PAYNE. 


Mr. William Payne, serjeant-at-law, coroner for the 
city of London, died on the 25th February, after a brief 
illness, at his residence in Brunswick-square, in the 78rd 
year of his age. ‘The deceased gentleman was the youngest 
gon of the late William Payne, Esq., by Jane, daughter of 
Lucy Berry, a descendant of Oliver Cromwell. He was 
born in 1799, entered the service of the Corporation of 
{London jin early life, and held the office of coroner for the 
city of London and borough of Southwark for forty-three 

ears, having been appointed in 1829. In November, 1843, 

e was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn, and in 1850 he was 
elected high steward of Southwark and judge of the 
Borough Court of Record. He was created a serjeant-at- 
law in 1858. The late Mr. Serjeant Payne was a magistrate 
for London, Southwark, Westminster, and Middlesex, a 
commissioner of taxes for London, Middlesex, and Surrey, 
and a governor of St. Bartholomew’s Hospital. He married, 
in 1821, Kezia, daughter of Mr. Temple, of Dulwich-grove, 
by which lady (who died in 1851) he leaves an only son, 
Mr. William John Payne, burrister-at-law, who has been 
Recorder of Buckingham since February, 1866, and for the 
last twenty-five years has been Deputy-Coroner for London 
and Southwark, having entirely performed the duties of 
coroner for about two years past. Mr. Serjeant Payne was 
a younger brother ot the late Mr. Joseph Payne, who was 
for many years Deputy-Assistant-Judge at the Middlesex 
cm The Payne family has long been settled at Bexley, 
in Kent. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
Last Quorarton, Mar. 1, 1372. 
From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted. 

$ per Cent. Consols, 924 Annuities, April,’85 

tto for Account, April, 92} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 925 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.4p m 
New 3 per Cent., 924 Ditto, £500, Do —4 pm 
Do. 33 per Cent., Jan. "94 Ditto, £100 & £200, —4pm 
Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
Do.5 per Cont., Jan.’73 Ct. (last half-year) 249 
Annuities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
India Stk.,104p Ct.Apr.'74,206 |, Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1083 
Ditto 5 per Cent. July,’80 110 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. "88 1053 Do.Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 1623 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 22 pu. 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4per Cent.964| Ditto, ditto, under £1060, 25 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


“ Alabama” difficulty. Railways, on e purchases, 
have been particularly strong. ‘ at 
The subscription list of the Share Investment Trust will 


be closed on Wednesday the 6th for town, and Thursday the 
7th for the country. 


The prospectus of the Welsh Freehold Coal and Iron Com- 
pany has been issued. It is proposed to raise a capital of 
£155,000 in 31,000 shares of £5 each, on which a minimum 
annual dividend of seven per cent. is guaranteed for four 
years. This company is formed for the purpose of purchas- 
ing and working a freehold estate, containing 1,300 acres, or 
thereabouts, with all the veins or seams of coal, ironstone 
fire-clay, and other minerals, situated in the parishes of 
Baglan and Michaelston-super-Afon, in Glamorganshire. 
The estate is distant about five and a half miles from Neath 
harbour, and has access to the ports of Swansea, Cardiff, 
and all others in the Bristol Channel, and also possesses 
direct railway communication to all parts of the Kingdom, 
£103,500 is the amount of the purchase money. £45,000 in 
cash, £15,000 in paid up shares, and the balance to be 
invested in consols in the names of trustees for guaranteeing 
the dividends, 

Messrs. Robinson, Fleming & Co, are authorised to re- 
ceive applications for 7,500 provisional certificates of four 
shares each certificate of the Lima Railways Company 
(Limited) at the price of £100 each certificate. The shares 
form part of the total capital of 40,000 shares of £20 each, 
representing £800,000, and constituting the share capital 
of the company, for which no public issue has ever been 
made, the whole of the capital having been subscribed pri- 
vately, in 1865. Subscribers will be entitled to the accru- 
ing dividend from Ist January, 1872, and the option is re- 
served to applicants to pay up the whole of the instalments 
on allotment. Persons so paying up in full on allotment 
will further be entitled to receive the balance of dividend 
of the year 1871, viz. :—Ten shillings per share, or £2 per 
certificate about 25th March next. The company possess 
two distinct lines of railways, viz.: one from Lima to 
Callao, the principal seaport, the other from Lima to 
Chorrillos, a sea-side town of great popularity—the two 
forming a total of about eighteen miles. Since the year 
1869, dividends have been paid quarterly, and for the year 
1871 just expired, four quarterly dividends of 2} per cent. 
each, equal to 10 per cent., have been paid, leaving 2} per 
cent. payable on or about the 25th March next, to complete 
the dividend for the year of 124 per cent. There are no 
debentures or preference shares to absorb any portions of 
the earnings of the lines, consequently the share capital, of 
which the 30,000 shares now for subscription form a por- 
tion, constitute the first and sole charge on the whole 
revenues of the lines. ‘The shares are quoted at 3 to 3} 
prem. 


The prospectus of the German Union Telegraph Company 


with a capital of £165,000, in11,000 shares of £15 each, fully 
paid (with dividend coupons attached, payable in London and 








































































| Railways. ‘Paid.|Closing prices Berlin), was issued yesterday bs Pores hgh and — 
~ eee Ns ates) 2 f yas established i rlin, in Ma 
Stook| Bristoland Rxeter ss ...sssseseeeneeee, 100) UI den. The ee ee een Berlin, ys 
Stock) Caledonian alist skdsmaskessinsignctsieseel “ei | be 1871, with limited liability, under the German law, to carry 
Stock Glasgow and South-Western sessesssseenes, 100 | oo out a concession, granted on 12th March, 1869, by the Prus- 
A. | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ws.) 100 49x a | sian Government for the term of 25 years, with the object of 
Bess) Groat Worshoen ax. .essessessesesseereens| 100 1355xd | facilitating telegraphic communication between Germany, 
Stock} D0., A StOCK™® ....ccessessessersessscseseeres! 100 Ibfixd Re eed Meant da. eable: combaledbees wanen eee 
Stock} Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 120 England, an merica, an cable con ng pap 
ith. Stock} Great Western—Original ..... Ba er? 112% ductors has been laid between Lowestoft and Emden. Agree- 
re. Stock) Lancashireand Yorkshire .. s+ 100 1574xd | ments have been made with the Anglo-American, New 
Stock) London, Brigh d Soutl a 
ee ee ee ae eon, | ee = York, Newfoundland, and London Submarine Telegraph 
Stock| London and North-Western..,..... at 1512 xa_ | (sanctioned by Her Majesty’s Postmaster-General), and 
— ee and oe hae op seovsaseereeree} 100 108 with the Great Northern Telegraph ——— aay! which 
ag. Stock| wauchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln......... ; 100 He one of the condnetors is specially appropriated for German 
Sook) Midland. seers, 0} og «| American traffic, two for German English traffic, and the 
Mock! Do., Birmingham and Darby sc...) 100 110 fourth is leased to the Great Northern Telegraph Company. 
North British ..ccsecccsseccossecseeseces «+»; 100 594 The two conductors to be used for German- nglish traffic 
Stock i = a will be worked in London by the Submarine Telegraph 
Stock 160 ti Company, and it is expected that by this additional means 
— 100 97 of communication with Germany the international traffic 
gee BE NBC sre sce seersessereo res scsssssssoreerse | 100 | 162 | will be largely increased. The working of the other wires 
* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to%B. in London, and of all the four wires at Emden, is under- 
. a" . 
taken by the Great Northern Telegraph tees ge . ares 
i i that a minimum dividend o 
- Money Markat ANp City INTELLIGUNCR, own expense. It is estimated 
o 


2 is eapital. 
The money market business of this week has been much laoreet ritateeelnmiane it od 
trenched upon by the National Thanksgiving. The markets + 
show considerable firmness, and have been unaffected by the | The coronership of the City of London having become 
adverse rumours of the last day or two respecting the ,vacant by the demise of Mr. Serjeant Payne, who held the 
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office since 1829, the court of common council have ap- 
pointed Mr. Nelson, the City solicitor, to perform the duties 
of the office until a successor to Mr. Payne should be ap- 
inted. There are three candidates already in the field— 
r. W.J. Payne, son of the late coroner, who acted as his 
deputy for 25 years; Mr. Edward T. E. Besley, barrister-at- 
law, of the Home Circuit, a nephew of Mr, Alderman T. 
Besley, who was Lord Mayor of London, 1869-70, and Mr. 
William Nicholson, barrister-at-law. The coronership is 
worth £800 a-year. 
The Tynemouth town council have increased the salary 
of the magistrates’ clerk from £300 to £400 per annum. 
Lone Sprecues.—The Attorney-General has spoken in 
the Tichborne case for twenty-five days. This is the 
longest speech in any legal case on record, but the Attorney- 
General only narrowly escaped Sisera’s fate of bei 
beaten by a woman, for Miss Shedden spoke for twenty- 
four days in the celebrated declaration of legitimacy case. 
Serjeant Wilde (afterwards Lord Truro) spoke twelve days 
(three House of Lords weeks) in Small v. Atwood.—Times. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
ArmstTronc—On Feb. 27, at Lansdowne House, Hampton 
Wick, the wife of Francis C. Armstrong, Esq., barrister-at- 
” law, of the Middle Temple, of a son. 
Hypr—On Feb. 28, at 20, Foregate-street, Worcester, the wife 
of Thomas Garmston Hyde, solicitor, of a daughter. 
Wayne—On Feb. 26, at 14, Wyndham-place, the wife of R. S. 
Wayne, Esq., barrister, of a daughter. 


DEATHS. 
BucxLte—On Feb. 22, at Peterborough, Samuel Charles Watson 
Buckle, solicitor, in his 43rd year. 


. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 
Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 


TcespayY, Feb. 27, 1872. 


Thomsron, Thos, and Sami Wheatley Masters, Cornhill, Attorneys and 

Solicitors. Feb 21 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tvespay, Feb. 20, 1872. 

Banham, Geo, Chadweli Heath, nr Ilford, Essex, Yeoman. March 21. 
Phillips » Phillips, V.C. Wickens. Crick, Maldon 

Chivers, Hester, Devizes, Wilts. March 16. Melsome ve Pinniger, M.R. 
Hulbert, Devizes 

Darton, Thos Harwood, Temple Dinsley, Herts, Esq. March 7. Darion 
v Debenham, V.C. Wickens. Debenham, Salter’s-hall-ct, Cannon-st 

Davison, Sarah Jane, St John’s Wood-rd, Spinster. March 14, 
OReilly » Power, V.C. Wickens. Ward & Co, Gray’s-inn-sq 

Hart, Eliz, Maidstone, Kent, Widow. March 14. Hart » Hart, V.C. 
Bacon. Knocker, Dover 

Loder, Giles, Austin-friars, Esq. March 15. Loder » Loder, M.R. 
Venning & Co, Tokenhouse-yd 

Meere, Isaac, Wisbech St Peter’s, Cambridge. March 20, Griesiell v 
Jackson, V.C. Wickens. Young & Jackson, Essex-st, Strand 

Pryor. Fras, Redruth, Cornwall, Mine Agent. March 12. The London 
- South Western Bank Limited v Stephens, M.R. Jenkins, 

enryn 

Soar, ‘Thos, Newark-upon-Trent, Notts, Yeoman, March 13. Elmer v 
Elmer, MR. Newton, Newark 

Turner, John, Stacksteads, Lancashire, Stone Proprietor. March 9. 
Taylor v Atherton, M.R. Hall & Baldwin, Clitheroe 

Uzielli, Theodosius, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. April 10. Dodwell » 
Uzielli, V.C. Wickens. Burnand, St James’s-st, Piccadilly 

Watson, Sophia, Devonshire-ter, Hyde-pk, Spinster. March 30. Rew v 
Bolton, V.C. Wickens. Lee, Broad Sanctuary 

Fripay, Feb, 23, 1872. 
Alexandcr, Wm, Poughley, Berks, Gent. March 19. Alexander » 
Palmer, V.C. Wickens. Townsend & Co, Princes-st, Storey’s-gate 
Browne, Fredk, Brighton, Sussex, Co!. March 15. Browne ov Lewis, 
V.C. Wickens. Waller & Handson, King-st, Cheapside 

De Madrid de Montaigle, Henri Adolphe Frederic, Woodland-st, East 
Greenwich,Gent. March 18, Watts v Lyall, V.C. Malins. Watson, 
Southampton-buildings 

Mornington, Rt Hon Helena Countess. March 14. Wellesley » Morn- 
ington, V.C, Malins. Sherry, Gt James-st, Bedford-row 

Brien, Chris.iana, Cranbrook, Kent, Spinster. March 18. Cazaly v 
O’Brien, V.C. Maling. Parker & Pagden, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Ryder, John Oldham, Irton Hall, Camberiand, Esq. March 19. Banner 

= aye a sidtrar, — District 
epper, z, NeAting-hill-sq, Solicitor. April 2. Turner » Tepper, 
V.C. Malins. Turner, Carey-st, Lincoln’s-ion ‘ 


BEXT oF Kix, 
Ra, Baw, Notting-hill-sq, Solicitor. June 10. Turner » Turner, 


TugepaY, Feb. 27, 1872. 
Ayers, Robt, Tavistock Hotel, Covent-adn, Gent. March 21. Ayers 9 
Blowers, MR. Attenborough, St Paul’s-churchyard 
Cannock, Joseph, Newent, Gloucester. March 22. Cannock » Cannock 
Coon Mery aes ee 
wr, , Horbary, York. March 19. Burn-Murdoch o Charlesworth 
VA. Wickens. Carr & Cadman, Gomersall 





Chambers, Wm, Shirley, Warwick, Iron Bedstead Manufacturer. March 
23. Chambers v Martin, V.C. Malins. Baker, Birm 

Coles, Wm, Victoria-st, Blundell-st, Caledonian-rd, Gent. March 15, 
Gent v Williams, V.O. Malins. Lovell, Gray’s-inn-fields 

Cranston, John, Gateshead, Durham, Timber Merchant. March 26, 
Cranston v Cranston, V.C. Wickens. Swinburne, Gateshead 

Deacon, Richd, Bognor, Sussex, Wine Cooper. March 22. Deacon y 
Deacon, V.C. Wickens. Crowther, Gray’s-inn-sq 

Felthoose, John, Grendon, Warwick, Farmer. March 18. Dalrymple» 
Felthouse, V.C. Wickens. Shaw, Tamworth 

Harrison, Wm, Temple Hirst, York, Farmer. March 23. Harrisony 
Harrison, M.R. Pullan, Leeds 

— & Colonial Company, Limited. April 8 V.C. Bacon, Jones; 

sbury- 

Oliver, Thos, Oxford-ter, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Gent. March 22. Oliver 
v Picketts, V.C. Malins. Anderson, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside 

Rowland, Thos, Birm, Retail Brewer. March 24. Rowland v Rowland, 
V.C. Malins. Green, Cannon-st 

Tout, Thos, Clapham-rd, Licensed Victualler. March 21. Tout » Tout, 
V.C. Malins. Snell, George-st, Mansion-house 


NEXT OF KIN, 
Coles, Wm, Victoria-ter, Blundell-st, Caledonian-rd, Gent. March 21, 
Gent v Williams, V.C. Malins 
Dryborough, Mary Banting, College-pl West, Greenwich. March 97, 
Matthews v Meades, M.R. 


Creditors under 22 & 283 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Fripar, Feb. 23, 1872. 


Abbey, Hy, Norton, York, Gent. May 1. Simpson, New Malton 

Ashlin, Geo, Brighton, Sussex, Esq. Aprill. Prideaux & Son, Gold- 
smiths’ Hall, Foster-lane 

Barber, Rev John Hurt, Montague-sq. May 1. Hollingsworth & Co, 
East India-avenue 

Bawden, Wm, Clarence-gdns, Regent’s-pk, Gent. March 25. Wyatt, 
Bedford-row 

Bramwell, Geo, Lpool, Gent. April 2. Johnson, Lpool 

Clowes, Johu Ellis, Iver, Buckingham, Esq. March 30. Clowes & Oo, 
King’s Bench Walk, Temple : 

Davies, Martha, Shewsbury, Salop, Widow. April 6. Edwards, 
Shrewsbury 

Dongan, Robt, Freetown, Sierra Leone. June 30. Ann Dougan, 
Freetown 

Fielder, Thos, Leslie-pk-rd, Croydon, Dairyman. March 25. Rowland, 
& Streeter, Croydon ; 

Fitzwilliam, Rt Hon Chas Wm Earl, Wentworth Woodhouse, York, 
March 11. Newman & Sons, Barnsley 

Fletcher, Reuben John, Rochester, Kent, Gent. April 15. Essel & Co, 
Rochester 

Gledhill, Gideon, Lindley, nr Huddersfield, York, Ironmonger, March 
ll. Haigh, Huddersfield 

Gore, Robt, Berar, Central India, Gent, April 6. Young & Co, 
Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry 

Hampson, Alice, Woolton, nr Lpool, Spinster. March 21. Bradley& 

teinforth, Lpool 

Harman, Benj, Chiswell-st, Esq. April 1. Leman & Co, Lincoln's 
inn-fields 

Hawkins, Theresa, George-st, Portman-sq, Lodging House Keeper. 
March 25. Wyatt, Bedford-row 

Hobby, Wm, Broomyhill, Hereford, Farmer. May 1. Lloyd 
Leominster 

Hoyle, Jas, Fern Grove, nr Bury, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer, 
Aprilll. Whitehead & Co, Bury 

Jekyll, Clara Amelia, York-ter, Regent’s-pk, Widow. April 29. Sealy, 
Lincoln’s-inn fields 

Lewis, Stephen Wm, Regent-st, Silk Mercer. March 30. Tyas & 
Huntington, King-st, Cheapside 

May, Robt, Rowe, Devon, Gent. March 25. Mountford & Co, Exeter 

Montgomery, Wm, Newcast'e-upon-Tyne, Postmaster. March 30, 
Keenlyside & Forster, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Moore, Harriett Anne, Ryde, Is‘e of Wight, Widow, March 20, Upton, 
Austin Friars 

Mouckalt, John Robinson, Hulton, Lancashire, Yeoman. April 20, 
Thompson, Bentham 

Mustill, Wm, Grantchester, Cambridge, Gent, or Sarah Mustill, Strath- 
more-gdns, Palace-gdn-ter, Bayswater, Widow. _ April 5, Francis & 
Co, Cambridge 

Rhodes, Chris, Timperley, Chester, Gent. March 25, Crowther, 
Manc bd 

Rimington, Eleanor, Breaston, Derby, Widow. March 22. Sale, 

b 


Derby 

Row, Eliz Ann, Swanage, Dorsct, Widow. March 25. Marshfield, 
Wareham 

Rubbathan, Wm, Wilmington Hall, Chirbury, Montgomery, Farmer. 
April 12. Bourne & Owen, Welshpool 

Sedgwick, Charlotte, Greenwich, Kent, Spinster. March 10, Bilton, 
Coleman-st 

— Wm, Preston, Lancashire, Esq. March 30. Buck & Dickson, 

reston 

Snell, Hy, Bath. April5. Turner, Bedford-row 

Snell, Mary Ann, Bath. April 5. Turner, Bedford-row 

Williams, Richd, Lpool, out of business, March 21, Bradley & Steia- 


forth, Lpool 
Tusspay, Feb. 27, 1872, 
a Lucius Geo, Costessy, Norfolk, Farmer, April 8. Bailey, 
orwich 

Bignell, Wm, Sandown, Isle of Wight, Gent, April 25, Fardell & 
Wooldridge, Ryde 

Body, John, Warlington, Suffolk, Gent, March 18, Tsaacson & S00, 

enhall 

Darbyshire, Ann, Queen Elizabeth-row, Greenwich, Widow. May 1. 
Laurie & Co, Dean's-ct, Doctors’-commons 

Davies, Hugh, igeel, Master Mariner, March 31, Jones & Co, Lpool 

Edwards, Benj, Shooter’s-nill, Kent, Gent., March 25. Jenkinson & 
Co, Corbet-ct, Gracechurch-st 

Foster, Chris. Bodinar, Paul, Cornwall, Gent, March 23, Trythall. 
Penzance 
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Gourlay, —— Abraham, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Esq. May 1, Worship, 
t Yarmouth 
nul, John, Pena, Merchant. March 25, Rutland & Graves, 
Peterboro 


ugh 
Beatioy, Gee, Bidford, Warwick, Farmer. March 30. Jones, 


Bolroyd. "Geo Chaplin, Exeter, Esq. Aprill. Tollett, 5 a 
Hopkins, Thos Valentine, Ramsgate, Kent, Gent. March 25 
Co, Corbet-ct, Gracechurch-st 
Horsfall, Wm, Manch, Cotton Spinner. April 30. Sale & Co, Manch 
|, Thos, Cobley-hill, Worcester, Yeoman. April 1. Amphlett, 
Reddite h 
Jesson, Thos, Brighton, Sussex, Esq. March 25. Bridges & Co, Red 
Lion. 


aso § Saml Slee, Castle Cary, Somerset, Surgeon. March 25. 
Russ, Castle Cary 
Lewias, Eleanor Embery, Lpool, Widow. March 30, 


Lpool 
nal, ae Sheffield, Publican. March 25. Websters & Picard, 


onally, a de Pentheny, Harley-st, Cavendish-sq, Esq. March 
30, Cullington & Slaughter. Mansfield-st, Portland-pl 

Parkes, Mary, Stoke Prior, Worcester, Spinster. April 5. Hawks & 
Co, High-st, Southwark 

Phippen, Ann Dean, Bedminster, Bristol, Widow. April 15. Fry & 
Co, Bristol 

as. . i Martham House, Norfolk, Esq. April 1. Ooaks, 
orwic! 

Robinson, a York, Burniston, Farmer. April 1. Moody & Co, 
Scarborongh 

Rugg, Thos Averell, Piggot-st, Limehouse, Caulker. March 25. Marsh, 
Biliter-st 

Smith, Mary Ann, St Ives, Huntingdon. April 30. Schultz, Dyers- 
bldgs, Holborn 

Thomas, Anne, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Widow. Aprill. Bishop & 
Son, Llandovery 

Woods, Thos Cardwell, Carleton, Lancashire, Labourer. May 25. 
Whitaker, Lancaster-pl, Strand 

Yates, Wn, Weston-upon-Trent, Stafford, Shoemaker. March 30. 
Morgan, Stafford 

Young, Robt, Yarm, York, Physician. April6. Fawcett & Co, Yarm 


Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Feb. 23, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Croditors must forward their proots of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Beale, Bernard Geo Griffin, Westmoreland-pl, Bayswater, Clerk. Pet 
Feb 19. Brougham. March 8 at 12 


Mannett, Chas Wilhelm, pose: 9 ge -st Within, Hardware Agent. Pet 

Feb 19. Brougham. March 8 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Appleby, Hy, Plumstead, Kent, Pet Feb 20. Farnfield. Greenwich, 
March 15 at 2 

Jeffrey, Geo, and Geo Jeffrey, jun, Blackpool, Lancashire, Painters. Pet 
Feb 19. Myres. Preston, March 11 at 3 

Machen, Chas Wm, Sheffield, Merchant. Pet Feb 19. Wake, Sheffield, 
March 5 at 10.30 

Norbury, Geo, Marple, Cheshire, Grocer. Pet Feb 19, Hyde. Stock- 
port, March 8 at 12 

Peakman, John, Lpool, Metal Broker. Pet Feb 17. Watson. Lpool, 
March 4 at 2 

Prebble, Wm Geo, Blackburn, Lancashire, Inspector of Nuisances. Pet. 
Feb 21. Bolton. Blackburn, March 6 at 11 

Priest, Thompson, Manea, Cambs, Grocer. Pet Feb 17. Gaches, 
Peterborough, March 9 at 11.30 

Stafford, Richd, Walmesley, nr Bury, Lancashire, Stonemason. Pet 
Feb 20. Holden, Bolton, March 13 at 10 

Wade, Chas, Leeds, Pawnbroker. Pet Feb 19. Murshall. Leeds, 
March !3 at 11 

Young, Wm, Newark-upon-Trent, Notts, Miller. Pet Feb 20. Patchitt. 
Nottingham, March 7 at 12 

Turspay, Feb. 27, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs ef debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
ae Wienghty, 7 aa Knightsbridge, no trade. Pet Feb 15. 
Pepys. March 12 at 11 

D’Epineuil, M Le Comte, Seeeenae-et, St John’s-wood. Pet Feb 23. 
Spring-Rice. March 14 at 12 

George, Thos Joseph, acherey st, canine, Bill Broker. Pet 
Feb 24. Roche. March i4 at 11.3) 

Presland, Geo, Bidder-st, Canning it Essex, Builder, Pet Feb 23. 
Brougham. Manch 15 at 11 

Serrano, Augustin, and Elias Malpartida, Gt St Helen’s, Proprietors of 
La America Latina. Pet Feb 24. Roche, March I4at It 

Winship, Septimns, Sandringham-rd, Dalston, Builder. Pet Feb 22. 
Pepys. March 14 at li 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Dyer, “e soe Bram, Hardware Merchant, Pet Feb 22. Chauntler, 
irm, March 11 

Kyvans, Thos Wm, eee Mon, Draper, Pet Feb' 23. Shepard. 
Tredegar, March lb atil 

Ferguson, David, Mereee-bil, Camberland, Farmer. Pet Feb23. Halton. 
Carlisle, March’ liatl 

Humberstone, Wm, Walton-on-the-Naze, Essex, Builder, Pet Feb 23, 
Barnes. Colchester, March 16 at 3.30 

Moore, Walter Hy, Coventry, Wine Merchant, Pet Fob 28, Kirby. 
Coventry, March 13 at 2 
ewton, —. Sudbury, pee, Fishmonger. PetFebl7, Barnes. 
Colchester, March 16 at 3 


Robins, Chas Redbill, Surrey, agrery-eiatie Keeper. Pet Feb 28, Row- 
land.’ Croydon, March 19 at 


Morecroft, 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faripar, Feb. 23, 1872, 
Thos Exton, = Oambridge, Corn Merchant. March 8 
slant ay yes 
rmitage, rt, ondwike, York, Carpet Manufacturer. 
13 at 3, at the Railway Hotel, Railway st g vier deca ‘ 
Barber, Wm John, Jamaica rd, Bermon: » Bootmaker. March 11 at 
11, at office of Russell, Walbrook 
Bean, Joseph, Sheffield, Labourer. March 12 at 3, at offices of Roberts, 
Bal Bom, yy ° 
1 m le Moor, Chester, Tailor. March 11 at 11, at offices of 
Hodgson, Cross st, Manch 
Blanchard, Wm, Pocklington, York, Fellmonger. March 12 at 11, 
Medhams Thomas’s Hotel, Museum st, York. Dale, York 
Bontor, Herbert John, & Wm Pra llins, Oxford st, Upholsterers, 
March 7 at 2, at 145, Cheapside 
Boulton, John, Newport, Monmouth, Licensed vane. March 7 at 
12, at "office of Graham, Commercial st, Ne 
Bowring, Joseph, Gerrard st, Soho, Plumber. Feb 29 at 1, at office of 
Day, Bedford st, Bedford sq. Williams, Alfred pl, Bedford sq 
Brookman, Isaac, Leather lane, Holborn, Cheesemonger. March | at12, 
at offices of Hope, Serie st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
— Benj, Wrotham, Kent, Paper Maker. — : at 1, at offices of 
Messrs. Sawyer, Adelaide pl, London bridge. Bow 
Burnill, John, Wakefield, York, Fish Dealer. March ‘ at 11, at office of 
Barratt, Barstow sq, Wakefield 
Bush, Evan, Bitton, Gloucester, Haulier. March 7 at 12, at office of Sher- 
rard, Nicholas st, Bristol 
xm Een ohn, Birm, Saddler. March 4at3, at offices of Parry, Bennett’s 
i 
Cave, Abraham Carter, Nottingham, Lace Merchant. March 6 at 3, at 
office of Wells & Hind, Fletcher gate, Nottingham 
Chapman, Fras Porter, Bath, Carpenter. March 9 at 12, at offices of 
Dyer, North parade, Bath 
Collins, Chas, Red Cross st, Artificial Florist. March 12 at 12, at 145, 
Cheapside. Sawbridge & Wrentmore 
Comrie, Duncan, Mincing lane, Merchant. March 11 at 3, at offices of 
Beck, East India Avenue, Leadenhall st 
Cowley, Chas, Cheltenham, Tobacconist. Match 7 at 3, at offices of 
Stroud, Clarance parade, Cheltenham 
Crawford, Robt, & John Taylor, Norham, Northumberland, Fishmongers. 
March 6 at 2, at offices of Joel, Market st, Newcastle-upon -Tyne 
Creba, Joseph Wm, Brownlow st, Drury lane, Manufacturer of 
Travelling Bag Frames. March 7 at 12, at the Inns of Court Hotel 
High Holborn. Sherring, Lincoin’s inn fields r 
Davey, Geo, Colebrooke, Devon, Carpenter. March 8 at 12, at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Queen st, Exeter. Smith & Symes, Crediton 
Davies, Eliz, Swansea, Glamorgan, Tobacconist. March 8 at 12, at office 
of Morris, Rutland st, Swansea 
Drake, Fras Edwin, Pend!eton, Lancashire, Surveyor. March 4 at 12, at 
14, Tib lane, Manch 
Duke, Thos, Howden, Northumberland, no occupation. March 9 at 11, 
at offices of Braithwaite & Co, Albert rd, Middlesborough. Bain- 
bridge, Middlesborough 
Dunn. Geo, Birm, Hardware Merchant. March 8 at 12, at the Great 
Western Hotel, Birm. Powell, Birm 
Earle, Hy, Bedford row, Attorney-at-Law. March 9 at 1, at the Guild- 
hall, Coffee House, Gresham st. Treherne & Wolferston, Ironmonger 
lane, Cheapside 
Etherington, John Wm, George st Richmond, Hairdresser. March 6 at 
3, at the Cricketers’ Inn, Richmond Green. Marshall, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 
Farrer, Wm, Manch, Commercial Traveller. March 6 at 12, at the Dog 
and Partridge Hotel, Fennell st, Manch. Morris, Chorley 
Field, Wm, Luton, Bedford, Grocer. March 7 at 12, 30, at office of Scar- 
gill, Chancery lane 
Fletcher, John, Salterhebble, York, Drysalter. March 8 at 3, at offices of 
Rhodes, Horton st, Halifax 
Fox, Wm, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Cloth Merchant. Marci: 8 at 2, 
at the George Hotel, Hudderstield. Laycock & Co, Hudderstield 
Furness, Emma, South cres, Store st, out of business. March 8 at 3, at 
162, High Holborn. Ford & Loyd, Bloomsbury sq 
Greatorex, John, Wrexham, Denbigh, Grecer. Mareh’ 8 at 12, at office 
ot Acton & Bury. Charles st, Wrexham 
Hope, John Hy, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Solicitor. March 4 at 11, at 
offices of Story, Cross House, Newcastle 
Harvey, Wm, Gazeley, Suffolk, Miller. Mareh 7 at 12.30, at the Suffolk 
Hotel, Bury St. Edmunds. Greene, Bury St. Edmunds 
Hibbins, Wm Wilmot, Lpool, Merchant. March 5 at 3, at offices of 
Whitley & Maddock, Water st, Lpool 
Hodgins, John, Manch, Boot Manutacturer. March 11 at 3, at the Star 
Inn, Deansgate, Manch. Woodall 
Hodgins, Wm, Manch, Tailor, March || at 3, at the Star Inn, Deans- 
gate, Manch. Woodall 
Horobin, Wm, Middlesborough, York, Grocer. March 8 at 11, at offices 
of Braithwaite & Co, Albert-rd, Middlesborough. Bainbridge, Mid- 
dlesborough 
Hudson, Jas, Manch, Hat Manufacturer. Mareh 7 at 3, at aftices of 
Warburton, Princes st, Manch 
Izard, Wm, Hamilton rd, Grove rd, Bethnal green, Builder. March 2 
at 3, at the Victoria Tavern, Victoria pk, Bethnal green. Hicks, 
Lansdown ter, Grove rd, Victoria pk 
Jackson, John, Wallsend, Northumberland, Builder. March 7 at 1, at 
offices of Elsdon, Royal arc ide, Neweastie-upoa- -Tyne 
Kerry, John Copeman, Roydon, Norfolk, Miller, March 14 at 11, at 
ces of Gudgeon, Stowmarket 
Knibb, Hy, Birm, Jeweller. March 5 at 3, at the Gt Western Hovel, 
Monmouth st, Birm., Kennedy, Birm 
Lawson, Jane, West Auckland, Durham, Grocer, Mareh 3 at tat 
office of Thornton, Market pl, Bishop Auckland 
Longfield, Chas, Birm, Builder, March 6 at 3, at ofice of Jaques, 
Cherry st, Birm 
— Bradford, York, Tapster. March } at 3, at offices of 
Browning, Queensgate, Bradiord 
Malcolm, John, Hanley, Stafford, Beerseiler, Maren é at 2, at atice of 





Saxton, New st, Hanley. Welch, Longton 
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Meggitt, John, Church ct, Richmond, Plumber. March 14 at 3, at the 
tama Hotel, Richmond hill. Marshall, Lincoln’s inn fields. 

McDonald, John, Crown st, St. Giles’, Holborn, Oilman. March 12 at 
4, at offices of Wetherfield, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 

Millichamp, Edwd Wheeler, Gorleston, Suffolk, Grocer. March 6 at 12, 
at offices of Cufande & Palmer, King st, Gt Yarmouth 

Mitchell, Hy, West Hartlepool, Durham, Innkeeper. March 14 at 3, at 
offices of Bell, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Moor, Lot, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Woollen Draper. March 6 at 3, 
at offices of Dobson, Gosford st, Middlesborough 

Moss, Emanuel, St. Mary Axe, Looking Glass Manufacturer. March 
7 at 11, at the Guildhall Tavern, Guildball yard. Rvoks & Co, King 
st, Cheapside 

Muller, Fredk Gustave, Willow walk, Bermondsey, Comm Agent. 
March 11 at 3, at offices of Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Orr, David Todd, Canton st, East India road, Master Mariner. March 7 
at 12, at offices of Westall & Roberts, Leadenhall st 

Owen, Edwin, Wrexham, Denbigh, Cabinetmaker. March 8 at 2, at 
Anderton’s Hotel. Fleet st. Sherratt, Wrexham 

Packman, Jas Wood, Nicholas st, St. Peter’s rd, Mile End, Fish Sales- 
man. March 9 at 3, at the Victoria Tavern, Victoria pk, Bethnal 
green. Hicks, Lansdown ter, Grove rd, Victocia pk 

Palmer, Herbert, Manor view, Brixton, Draper. March 11 at 1, at 4, 
Brunswick sq. Yarde 

Park, Wm, jun, Barnsley, York, Comm Agent. March 5 at 2, at office 
of Frudd, Church st, Barnsley 

Preston, Wm, & John Preston, Stretford, nr Manch, Plumbers. March 
2 at 11.30. at offices of Addleshaw, King st, Manch 

Randell, Edwin Ebenezer, Brighton, Sussex, Wood Carver, March 12 
at 3, at office of Lamb, Ship st, Brighton 

Russell, Sarah Jane, Coalpit Heath, Gloucester, Grocer. March 4 at ll, 
at offices of Essery, Guiidhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Serrano, Augvstin, Gt St. Helen’s, Merchant. March 8 at 2, at the 
Guildhal! Tavern, Gresham st. Michael, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st 

Shepherd, Wm, Willenhall, Staffurd, Carrier, March 8 at 11, at offices 
of Glover, Park st, Walsall 

Snelling, Wm Blomfield, Brighton, Sussex, Upholsterer’s Assistant. 
March 6 at 3, at offices of Brandreth, Middle st, Brighton 

Stringer, Fredk, Salford, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. March 8 at 3, at 
offices of Dewhurst, Victoria-st, Manch 

Sturgeon, Chas Wentworth Dillon, King’s Bench Walk, Tempie, 
Barrister-at-law. March 19 at 2, at offices of Croysdill & Co, Old 
Jewry chambers. Luailey & Lumley, Conduit st 

Sweatman, Wm, Middlewich, Cheshire, Blacksmith. March 7 at 11, at 
office of Fletcher, Old Townhall chambers, Northwich 

Tarns, Joseph, Burslem, Stafford, Cooper. March 4 at 10, at office of 
Hollinshead, Tunstall 

Tebby, Alfred, Lpooi, Provision Dealer. March 7 at3, at office of Wilson, 
Lord st, Lpool 

Thompson, Jas, Lpool, Draper. March 7 at 2, at offices of Etty, 
Lord st, Lpool 

Thorpe, Wm, Sneinton, Notts, Merchant’s Clerk. March 15 at 12, at 
office of Elliott, Middle-pavement, Notts 

Toye, Reuben Jeremiah, Greea st, Bethnal Green rd, Leather Seller. 
March 2 at 11, at 10, Railway Approach, London Bridge. Parsons, 
Gracechurch st . 

Tyndale, Chas, Joseph Tyndale, & Richd Lea, King’s rd, Chelsea, 
Linen Drapers. March 12 at 2, at offices of Ladbury & Co, Cheapside. 
Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Unwin, John, Sicckport, Cheshire, Heald Manufacturer. March 14 at 
2.30, at 10, Vernon st, Stockport. Marsh 

Ward, Alfred, Hanley, Stafford, Joiner. March 5 at 11, at the Saracen’s 
Head Hotei, Hanley. Sherratt 

Ward, Thos Danl, Taunton, Somerset, Painter. March 9 at 11, at office 
of Reed & Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Williams, Hy, Crewe Town, Cheshire, Tailor. March 8 at1l, at Temple 
chambers, Uak st, Crewe Town. Cooke, Crewe 

Williame, Obadiah, Burslem, Staffurd, Tobacco Manufacturer, Murch 
5 at 3, at olfice of Sherratt, Kidsgrove 

Williamson, Wm Hy, Whiwley-ter, Holloway rd, Richd John Pollentine, 
& Sidney Plienune, Artists, Adelaide pl. Marci 4 at 11, at 5, New 

n, Strand. Lind 


Tusepay, Feb. 27, 1872. 

Abrahens, Solomon Lyon, Ashford, Kent, General Dealer. March 11 at 
12 3°, at the Bridge House Motel, London Bridge. Goodwin, Maid- 
stone 

Aip. Geo, Gt Wakering, E-sex, Blacksmith. March 11 at 12, at office of 
Pre-ton, Mark lane 

Atkicson, Sami, Sunderland, Durham, Joiner. March 8 at 11, at offices 
of Bentoam, Lanb‘oi st, Sanderian2 

Beach. Wm, & Jas Horatio Parish, New Shoreham, Sussex, Builders. 
Merch 16 at 1, at offices of Milis, Brighton 

Bessel!, Hy, Bristol, Woollen Merchant, March 9 at 11, at offices 
of Piommer, Bristol chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Bishop, Jas Wim, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Cheesemonger. March 11 
at 3, et office of Nickerson, King William st. Simpson, Borough 
High st, Loudon bridge 

Blackston, Herman, Leeds, Hat Manufacturer. March 11 at 3, at office 
of Ferns, Bank st, Leeds 

Licomer, Caleb, Lvadenhall st, Iron Merchant. March 14 at 1l, at 
21, Darlingion st, Wolverhampton. Green, Wolverhampton. 

Lroaghton, sam!, Alton, Worcester, Farmer. March 8 at 1, at the 
George Hotel, bewdley 

Creswell, fredk, Ueading, Berks, Hoster. March 12 at 12, at offices of 
Reed & Lovell, Basingnall st 

Deane, Kobt, Waltham Lawrence, Berke. out of business. March li 
at 2, at offices of Tatham, Gt Kuigh: Rider st, Jroctors’ Commons 

Eston, Wm, Kochester row, Westminster, General Dealer. March 16 at 

_ 12, at offices of Poncivne, jun, Raymon bidgs, Gray’s inn 

Eliott, Andrew, Lincoln, Bootmaker, March 9 at 11, at office of Jay, 
Bank st, Lincoin. Swan & Bourne, Lincoln 

Elsam, Wm, Upper Thames st, Paper Agent. March 19 ut 3, at offices 
of Lumley & Lumley, Ol4 Jewry chambers 

Fitton, Fredk Alex, b, Machinist. March 6 at 3, at the Clarence 

e|, Spring gardens, Manch. Jones, Manch 

Frampton, Uy, Worcester, Tailor. March 9 at 11, at office of Rea, Fore- 
gate et 





French, Ann, Birdbrook, Essex, Innkeeper. March 12 at 11, at office 
of Cardinall, Halstead 
French, Walter, Birdbrook, Essex, Wheelwright. March 12 at 11, at 
office of Cardinall, Halstead 
Glasscock, Jas Hickman, Rainham, Kent, Brewer’s Agent. March 14 
at 3, at offices of Stephenson, New rd, Chatham 
Green, Robt, Newhaven, Sussex, Sailmaker. March 9 at 12, at the 
Guildhall Coffee house, London. Hillman 
Hartley, Alfd, Whitworth, Lancashire, Fulling Miller. March 13 at 
11, at offices of Roberts & Sons, John st, Rochdale 
Hinchcliffe, Wm, Hurlstone, York, Butcher. March 14 at 3, at offices 
of Dransfield & Sons, Penistone 
Huckstepp, John, Faversham, Kent, Coal Merchant. March 9 at! 
at the Ship Hotel, Faversham. Kipping, Huckstepp y 
Jones, Evan, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Innkeeper. March 8 at 11, at the 
County Court Office, Merthyr Tydfil. Beddoo, Merthyr Tydfil 
Jones, Hannah, Mouldsworth, Chester, Farmer. March 12 at 12, at the 
Hop Pole Hotel, Eastgate st, Chester. Linaker, Frodsham 
Jones, Mary, & John Jones, Rhuddlan, Flint, Farmers. March 8 at3 
at the Marsh Inn, Rhuddlan. Roberts, St Asaph r 
Kent, Wm, Nottingham, Grocer. March 15 at 2, at offices of Cranch & 
Rowe, Low pavement, Nottingham 
Kingham, Wm Hy, Lorne gardens, Notting hill, Builder. March 13 at 
2, at Willis's Rooms, King st, St. James’s. Mead & Son, Jermyn st 
Latham, Alfd Wm, Darlaston, Stafford, Surgeon. March 12 at 3, at 
office of Rowlands, Ann st, Birm 
Leech, Edwd, Colchester, Essex, Linen Draper. March 14 at 8, at the 
Fleece Inn, Colchester. Church. 
Longmore, Richd, Wednesbury, Stafford, Galvaniser. March 15 at li, 
- at office of Duignan & Co, The Bridge, Walsall 
McCarthy, Jas, Brompton, Kent, Sawyer. March 8 at 3,at offices of 
Stephenson, New rd, Chatham 
Mitchell, John, St Ives, Huntingdon, Corn Factor. March 12 at 1, at 
the Wentworth Hotel, Peterborough. Deacon & Wilkins 
Morgan, Wm, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 8 at 11, at offices 
of Davies & Hartland, Rutland st, Swansea 
Nathan, Harris, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Furniture Dealer. March 
11 at 3, at offices of Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Parker, Theophilus, Abbotsbury, Dorset, Doctor. March 16 at I1,at 
the Antelope Hotel, Dorchester. Andrews & Pope, Dorchester 
Plaisted, Rebecca, Abersychan, Monmouth, Grocer. March 11 at ll, 
at offices of Dixon, Tredegar pl, Newport : 
Playford, John, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Baker, March 12 at 12, at 
offices of Nurse & Son, St James’s st, King’s Lynn 
Ramwell, Robt, Manch, Brewer. March 13 at 3, at offices of Sampson, 
St James’ chambers, South King st, Manch 
Rawkins, Edwin, Harrow rd, Hosier. March 12 at 3, at offices of Rice, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Rice, Geo Wm, Ilfracombe, Devon, Painter. March 13 at |, at offices of 
Thorne, Cross st, Barnstaple 
Rowe, Hy, Bristol, Licensed Victualler, Mirch 11 at 12, at offices of 
Ward, Broad st, Bristol 
Rowlands, Lewis, Crick, Monmouth, Blacksmith. March 12 at 12, at 
the George Hotel, Chepstow. Morgan, Newport 
Saul, Alfd, Christopher st, Hatton Wall, Builder. March 9 at 11.80, 
at offices of Walker, Abchurch lane 
Scott, Wm Hunt, Belsize rd, Hampstead, out of business. March 13 at 
1, at office of Moss, Gracechurch st 
Shuter, Sam], Brushfield st, Bishopsgate, Hat Manufacturer. March Il 
at 2, at office of Solomon, Finsbury pl 
Steeden, Sam], Charlton-by-Newbuttie, Northampton, Cattle Dealer, 
March 7 at 12, at office of Berridge, Sheep st, Bicester 
Storey, Chas, Hetton-le-Ho'e, Durham. March 13 at 11, at offices of 
Proctor, Silver st, Durham : 
Sutton, John, Salisbury, Wilts, Auctioneer. March 6 at 3, at office of 
Hodding, Market House, Salisbury 
Swidenbank, Thos, Tredegar, Monmouth, Tailor. March 12 at 1, at 
offices of Williams & Co, The Exchange, Bristol 
Tait, Walter, Sunderland, Boot Dealer. March 13 at 3, at Barrow's 
Commercial Hotel, John st, Sunderland. 
Tate, Geo Wilson, Alnwick, Northumberland, Plumber. March 11 at 2, 
At office of Bush, St. Nicholson-bldgs, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 
‘Taylor, Christopher, Lpool, Tailor, March 14 at 3, at office of Hindle, 
Pekin bidgs, Harrington st, Lpool 
Thomas, Alexander Fleming, Eccles, Lincashire, General Draper. 
March !1 at 3, at office of Whitworth, St. James sq, Manch 
Thomas, David, Carmarthen, Grocer. March 8 at 10, at office of Lloyd 
High st, Haverfordwest 
Thompson, Join, Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchant. March 14 at 12.39, 
_,at the George Hotel, Kingston-upon-Hu'l. Shackles, Hull 
Thornhill, Edwd, Bradford, nr Manch, Machine Fitter, March 11 at3, 
at office of Orton, Ridgefield, Manch 
Warren, Sam), Tichborne st, Regent's quadrant, Tailor. March 11 at 
2, at offices of Blackford & Riches, (it Swan alley, Moorgate st 
Watkins, John, Threadneedle st, Comm Merchant. March 7 at 12, at 
12, Hatton garden. Marshal 
Wheeldon, Jus, Claydon, Oxferd, Shopkeeper. March 11 at 11, at 
oftices of Munton & Stockton, High st, Banbary 
Wight, ‘hos, Middlesborough, York, Iron Merchant, March 14a H, 
at offices of Watson, Queen's ter, Middlesborough 
Wooirych, Arthur Edwd, Wellingborough, Northampton, Surgeons 
March 12 at 11, at tho Chamber of Commerce, Corn Exchang. 
parade, Northampton, Jeffery, No: thampton 
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